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The Text of Ganadhara-vada 

(a) Sources 

According to the Jainas, the religious principles of the 
present era came into existence right from the time of Bhagavan 
Risahhadeva Sivdmi, the first Ttrthcmkara.'^ 

After him, the sacred works increased in number and 
qnality when the religion was exalted to a high rank but they 
subsided in times of disorder and anarchy. Generally speaking, 
the preachings of all the Tirthan&aras happened to be of 
the same kind and their biographies almost resembled each 
other in principal characteristics. 

The Bhdgavata Purdrm supports the view that Risablia-deva 
was- the founder of the present Jaina canon. There is a reference 
of Bisahha-deva, Ajttanaiha and Ari^nemt in Yajur’ Veda. 

krcmana Bhagcwdn Mahdvtra, the elder contemporary of 
Bvddha, was not only the last but Supreme Ttrthankara in the 
line oiallJ&ina Tirthankaras. Like his predecessors, Sramana 
Bhagavan Mahdvtra also had got his preachings composed 
in books. His Ganadharas or principal disciples arranged his 


1. It is not only the Jain tradition that ascribes the origin of 
the religions system to Risabha-deva, bnt there is historical evidence 
also to show that so far back as the first century B. 0. there were 
people who were worshipping Risabha-deva the first Ttrthanhara, 
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preachings in twelve Ahgas^ the twelfth ^nga -being divided 
into fourteen Punas. These Punas have"’ been accepted by 
the Svetamharas and the Digamha^as as probably the oldest 
Sacred Works of the Jaina canon. The tradition of the Sve- 
tambaras about the fourteen Punas is this : — The fourteen 
Punas had been incorporated in the twelth Anga ( the Dn- 
stivdda ) which was lost before 1000 A. V. But a detailed 
table of its contents and consequently of the Punas has 
survived in the fourth Ahga, the Samavaydhga, and in the 
Nand\ Sutra,^ 

We are told by the tradition that Arya Jamhu Swdmt was 
the last KevaU. After him, the under-mentioned six Heads 
of the Church, viz. Prahhava Sujnmi, S'ayyamhhava Suri, 
Yas'ohhadra Suri, S'amhhuti-vijaya Suri, Bhadrabdhu Sicdmi 
and Sthulabhadra were S'ruta-KevaMs. Out of these, Bhadrabdhu 
SwdmA was the last Pattadhara ( Head of the Church ) who 
had all the twelve Angus along with the fourteen Punas, 
along with their meanings and explanations of intricate subjects 
in his memory. Arya Sthulabhadra had a thorough knowledge 
of the meanings and explanations of the ten Punas, and a 
knowledge of the remaining four Punas ( 11, 12, 13, 14 ) 
but not their meanings and explanations. Besides, he was 
instructed not to impart the knowledge of the four Purvas 
( 11, 12, 13, 14 ) to anyone. Thus, the knowledge of the 
Punas decreased gradually. 

After him, there was a line of ten successors who had a 
thorough knowledge of ten Purvas. They were known as 
Das'apurvts. The last Das'apurvt was Vajra Swdm%, after 
whom the knowledge of Purvas went on vanishing. The last 
who had a knowledge of one Purva was Devarddhi Qani 
ksamds'ramana. 


2, Vide Weber, Indxsche Studien, XVI p. 341. 
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The Svetambarfis accept the existence and validity of the 
Siddhantas ( Sacred Works ) but the Digamharas believe .that 
the real s'dstras or religi®us works have already vanished and 
the sacred works, which are accepted by the Jaina canon at 
present, have no validity. 

I 

At present, the Sacred Works of the H'vetd'mharas- are 
forty-five in all. Some of them are written in prose and some 
in verse. There are eleven Ahgas, twelve Updhgas, ten Pra- 
kirnas, six Oheda sutras, two Sutras, and four Mula-sutras.^ 

As seen before, the knowledge of the original preachings 
of Sramana Bhagavdn Mahdvtra had begun to fade gradually, 
and hence it was rightly felt by his successors to arrange 
the preachings into various books. As a result of their efforts, 
the religious works mentioned above were composed. 

Out of these, the four Mula Sutras are considered as the 
Original Sutras or Commandments, as they are primarily needed 
to guide the Jaina monks in their religious practices. The 
four Mula Sutras are : — ( 1 ) The Avas'yaka ( 2 ) Das'avaikaliha 
( 3 ) Uttarddhyana and ( 4 ) Pin<^ Niryukti ( or Ogha Niryukli ). 
According to Weber, the order of composition of these sutras 
is this : — ( 1 ) JJttarddhyayana ( 2 ) Avas'yaka ( 3 ) Das'avai- 
kalika and ( 4 ) Pin<^ Niryukti. 

Of the four Mula Sutras, the Avas'yaka as its name 
suggests-is the most important of all. It is divided into six 
sections : — ( 1 ) Sdmdyika ( Sdmdiya ), ( 2 ) Caturvims'ati stava 
( oauvisattho ), ( 3 ) Vandanaka ( Vandanayam ), ^ 4 ) Prati- 


3. In addition to the above-named forty-five Sacred' Works, some 
people euniimerate twenty more Prakirnas, twelve l^iryuktis and several 
others arriving at the total number of eighty-fonr. Again, in order 
to supplement the infor-mation supplied by these eighty-four Agamas 
there are several other works known as Nigamas or Upanitads vhich, 
in turn, are thirty-six in all. 
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hroma^ ( Padihhama/na ), { 5 ) Kayotsarga^ ( Kaussagga ), and 
( 6 ) Pratyahhyana ( Paccakhhhana ), It should be noted that 
though all these sutras were dedacted «nto books by Ganadharas, 
they were originally preached by S'ramana Bhagvdn Mahdvira 
SwdrpA.^ 

The Niryuhti of the Avas'ydka Sutras had already been 
written by Srimdn Bhadrahdhu Swamt and a number of curnis 
(detailed commentaries) were also composed by various authors as 
commentaries on the Avas'yaka Sutras. Still, however, Jinahhadra 
Gani hsamds'ramana felt the need of ellucidating the original 
niryuhti. He, therefore, composed a hhasyaov commentary running 
in gdthas or verses on the original niryuhti of the SdmCiyiha 
Sutras. Since this was an additional hhd^a to various other 
hhdsyas prepared by different authors, it was known as Vis'esd- 
vas'yaka Bhdsya or an Additional Bhdsya to the Avasyaka 
( Sdmdyilca ) Sutras. 

The whole work runs into 3603 Gdthas or verses. The 
V'ts'esdvas'yaka Bhdsya could further be divided into various 
sub-sections such as — PUhikd,, Varavarikd, the Upasargas, the 
Sdmdcdri ( of ten varieties ), Garmdhofror-vdda, the Qanadharas, 
the Ninhavas, S'esa Upodghdta, Niryuhti, and a-svddhydya 
Niryuhti. Of these, Ganadhara-vada is one of the most 
•important sub-sections, as it deals with the discussion between 
S'ramana Bhagavdn Mdhdvira Swamt and his ganadharas ( or 
principal disciples ) on various philosophical topics such as the 
existence of Jtva, Karma, Papa, Punya and Moksa etc. 

( b ) Commentari^. 

Three pommentaries are said to have been written on 
the text of Vis'esdvas'yaka Bhd^a. The author himself is 

4. Vide %or ^ flrfai^ar ^ | 

cT^wiilrorT ^ grfft ii ii 
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said to have" written a commentary on his own work, but 
unfortunately, his commentary is not available at present. ,*The 
second commentary has been written by Kotyacarya ( or S'\~ 
lankdmrya ) the manuscript of which dated 1136 V. S. is 
preserved in a tattered condition in the Bhdnddr.kara 
Research Institute, Poona. This commentary has not been 
published as yet. The only commentary that has been pub- 
lished and popularly accepted at present, is that of Maladhdri 
Hemacandrdcdrya. 

Maladhdri Hemacandrdcdrya is different from Kali-Kdla 
Sarvajha Hemcandrdcarya, the welknown author of Dvyds'raya. 
Originally, he was welknown as Pandit Svetdmhardcdrya 
BhaUardka. But his worldly name was Pradyumna and in 
the prime of his youth, it is said, he was a minister. By the , 
advice of S'ri Abhaya-deva • Suri he renounced the worldly life 
and having left his four wives, he entered the ascetic life. 
Siddhardjo. Jayasinha, the great monarch of Gujarat, of the 
twelfth century V. S., was highly impressed by his great 
personality and wide-spread well-versedness, 

(c) Ganadharas— their names, lineage etc. 

Bramatm Bhagavdn Mahdvira had eleven ganadharas in 
all. ‘All except Indrdbhvii Gautama and Sudharma S}odmi. 
had attained Nirvana or Final Emancipation during the life- 
time of their celebrated preceptor. Indrcdyhuti Gautama and 
Sudharmd Swdmt had attained mohsa at Bdjagriha, after the 
Nirvana of S'ramana Bhagavdn Mahdvtra. 

All ganadharas belonged to the high-born families. Being 
directly under the guidance of Sramana Bhagavdn' Mahdvtra, 
they became wide-read professors and knew all the twelve 
Ahgas along with fourteen Purvas. 

The Table attached herewith supplies all information 
about the eleven ganadharas. 
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■Serial No. 

' Name of 
the Gamdhara 

Parents’ 

Name 

f 

v Lineage 
( Gotra ) 

Place of 
Birth 

(Janmasthana) 

1 

Indrabhuti 

Vasubhuti- 
and Pj-ithivi 

Gautama 

The Village 
of Gobara in 
Magadha . 

2 

Agnibhuti 


ii 


3 

Vayubhuti 

» 

79 

7J 

4 

Vyakta 

Dharmamitra 
and Varuni 

Bharadvaja 

Kollaga- 

-SanniveSa 

' 5 

Sudharma 

Dbammila 
and Bhaddita 

Agnivaisya- 

yana 

iS 

6 

Mandika 

Dhanadeva f 
and 

Vijayadevi 

Vasistha 

Mauryasanni- 

veSa 

7 

Maurya 

Maurya and 
Vijayadevi 

Ka^yapa 


8 

Akampita 

Vasu and 
Nanda 

Harita 

Mithila 

9 

AcalabhrSta ... 

Deva and 
Jayanti 

Gautama 

Koi^ala 

10 

Metfirya 

Datta and 
Varunadevi 

Kaundiya 

The Village 
of Tunsika in 
KoSambi 

11 

Prabhasa 

Bala and 
Atibhadra 

>9 

Rajagjiha nagar 


f After the death of her first husbaad Dhandeva, Vijayadevi 
liTed .with Maurya. This shows that widow-remarriage was in vogue 
in those days. 
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Name of Con- 
stellation at 
the time of 
Birth 

( Naksatra ) 

• 

Duration 
of house- 
hold life 
( Gfiha- 
vasa ) 

Duration 
of life 
incognito 
( Chad- 
mastha- 
paryaya ) 

Duration of 
life in state of 
Perfect Kno- 
wledge (Keva- 
li Paryaya) 

Total 

age 

• 

Remarks 

Jyes^ha 

50 years 

80 years 

12 years 

92 years 


Kfitika 

46 years 

12 years 

16 years 

74 years 


Swati 

42 years 

10 years 

18 years 

70 years 


1 

Sravana 

50 years 

12 years 

18 years 

80 years 


Uttaraphftl- 

gunl 

50 years 

42 years 

8 years 

100 years 

He was 
the first 
Pattedh- 

Magha 

53 years 

14 years 

16 years 

83 years 

ara of the 
Jaina- 
Church. § 

Rohini 

65 years 

2 years 

16 years 

95 years 


MrigaSirsa 

46 years 

12 years 

14 years 

72 years 


UttarftSadha 

48 years 

9 years 

21 years | 

78 years 


Afivini 

36 years 

10 years 

16 years 

62 years 
• 


Pusya 

16 years 

8 years 

16 years 

40 years 



§ Of. ^ITlORr^or I 

( Tapsgaoohapa^tavali, Ed-by Kalysnavijayaji ). 
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( d) Summary of the Text. 

'.We give below a summary of the text of Ganctdharavdda 
which is contained in Gdthds running from 1549 to 2024 of 
the Vis' esavas'y aka Bhdsya. 

'( i ) Jlva :-Indrahhuti Gautama, the first Ganadhara, puts 
forward his doubt about the existence of Soul and S'ramana 
Bhagavdn Mahdvira removes the doubt by means of various 
evidences and illustrations. Explaining the meaning of the 
word ‘ Jtva ’ the Bhagavdn remarks that ‘ J\va ’ does not 
signify body-dcAa-but it signifies the soul-atma-which is full 
of cognizance. Body is only inanimate. 

Smrti ( remembrance ), jijndsd ( desire for knowledge ), 
ciMrsd ( desire for activity ), jigamisd ( desire for movements ) 
'and sums' aya (doubt) etc. are the properties of Soul, which being 
self-evident is pratyahsa or directly apprehended. Since body 
is corporeal and physically visible, properties like cognizance 
etc. cannot reside into it. These properties are contained in 
Soul, because it is a-murta or incorporeal and a-cdksusa or 
beyond the range of physical sight. This shows that Soul is 
absolutely different from body. 

In reply to the argument of the Vedantists that Soul, being 
one and the same everywhere, can never be classified, Sramana 
Bhagdvan Mahdvira Swdmi contends that if the Soul were 
one absolute entity pervading everywhere, it ought to have 
been apprehended as one all-pervading element like dkds'a 
even in case of each and every pirtda or body. But that is 
not so. The Soul varies with the shape and size of pivda or 
body. Besides, i( we deny the existence of Soul, there would 
be nothing like sukhor-duhkha and Bandha-Moksa in this world. 

The Soul is accepted as vijhdnaghana or an assemblage 
of many vijhdnas ( cognitions ), firstly because it is identical 
with bijhdna which is upayoga ( attention ) either of the type 
of jndna ( knowledge ) or that of dars'ana ( perception ) and 
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secondly because tjie soul has its each and every prades'a 
( the minutest portion ) formed from the assemblage of infinite 
modifications of vijnana. • 

According to the Naiydyiha School, the Soul is devoid of 
vijndna and hence inanimate. The Jaina Preceptor refutes, 
this theory by arguing that the soul is said to have been 
produced and destroyed only with regard to upayoga or attention 
but it is indestructible so far as vijndna is concerned on 
account of its vijhdna-santati or the perpetual continuance 
of cognition. 

( ii ) Karma : Solving the doubt of Agnibhuti, the second 
Ganadhara, S'ramana Bhagavdn Mahdvtra Swdmt establishes 
the existence and significance of Karina as follows : — 

Just as a sprout has seed as its hetu or cause, the pleasure . 
and pain experienced by the people of this world must also 
have some sort of hetu. This hetu is nothing but deeds or 
Karmas of the living beings in their past life. Just as the 
body in youth has the body in childhood to precede it, the 
body in childhood has also 'some sort of body to precede it. 
The body formed of Karinas of the past life and hence 
known as Kdrmana Sartira, precedes the body in childhood. 

Just as each and every act performed by a living being 
in this world yields a fruit, as is seen in case of tilling the- 
ground and many other acts, so also the acts of charity etc. 
undertaken by a living being undoubtedly yield fruit which is 
nothing but Karma, 

Since a majority of living beings is found unhappy and 
only a few of them are found happy, we can easily infer that 
there are only a few who perform good actions and there are 
many who perform evil actions. It should be noted that 
Karma here is different from Kriyd or action, as Karma 
becomes Kdrya, and Kriyd the Kdrana. 

Since pleasure and pain etc. are the properties of soul, 
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the soul would become their samavay%-kctrana or ttie intimate 
cause', and Karma a nimitta or the external cause. Karma 
is cdrporeal. c 

Since Karmana S'artra is closely connected with jtva, it 
is beyond the power of senses to peroive it. But there is no 
doubt that it is a sort of suksma ( subtle ) s'ar\ra of an interior 
nature. Consequently, like the variegated transformations 
found in clouds, vicitrata or variegations should be accepted 
in case of Karmana Sartra as well. 

The Soul is connected with Karma as intimately as a 
murta ghata is connected with a-murta akas'a or a murta 
finger is connected with the a-murta actions of expansion 
and contraction. 

. So, like seed and sprout, body and Karma are mutually 
related as hetu and hetumat rendering thereby the Karma- 
samiana anadi or beginningless. 

Finally, by the help of Veda—padas, the Bhagavdn esta- 
blishes Karma as the intervening agent which helps the soul 
in the production of body. He further explains that punya is 
produced by holy deeds and papa by unholy deeds, 

( Hi ) Relation Between Soul and Body : According to 
Vdyubhuti, the third Qanadhara, soul and body are identical. 
But the Great Preceptor explains him the relation between soul 
and body in details and removes his illusion. According to him, 
cetana or consciousness is not the property of each one of 
the five hhtttas or principal elements which constitute the body, 
but cetana is the intrinsic quality of soul residing into a group 
of bhutas. For, if cetana were the quality of all bh^s taken 
together, it ought to exist in a dead body as well. But it 
does not happen so. 

J'ust as Devadatta, who recollects an object perceived 
through the five windows of a palace in the past, is different 
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from the five windqws as well as the palace, so also a person 
recollecting an object apprehended by the five senses of a bpdy, 
is different from the bodjk and its five senses. 

When Devadatta recalls an object seen through a number 
of windows, even when the windows are closed, it is astman 
or soul that recollects the object perceived through sense- 
organs even when the sense-organs have ceased working as 
in case of benumbed state of blindness, deafness etc. This 
shows evidently that dtman is different from indriyas. Or, 
say, for example, a soul who observes a person eating tamarind 
by means of eyes, and exhibits vikdras or perversion by disti- 
lling saliva etc. by me'ans of tongue is decidedly different from 
eyes as well as tongue. Or, dtman is different from indriyas, 
because having seen an object by means of eyes, dtman holds 
it by means of hands. 

In reply to the Buddhistic theory that like all objects, 
jiva is destructible, it is argued that one who remembers the 
incidents that happened in former time and place, is existing 
like Devadatta who is able to recollect his experience of 
childhood. So, the soul also can never vanish on account of 
its being able to recollect the past life. 

Bauddhns uAyocsXc the destructibility oijiidana ( knowledge ) 
by means of statements such as “ Yat sat tat sarvam ksanikam 
and Ehavijhdnasantatayah sattvdh ej:c. But if the destruc- 
tibility of knowledge were accepted, there would be absolute 
negation of smarana. Jhdna of the pramdtd ( or the perceiver ) 
should, therefore, be taken as indestructible. Jhdna being a 
quality could never exist without a substance. This shows 
distinctly that soul is distinguished from body. 

Further, according to Bauddhas, ksanikatd or impermanence 
is recognized neither by means of self— perception nor by the 
help of perception through sense-organs, but by means of 
anumdna or inference only. They further believe that the 
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earlier moments of apprehension create such a desire during 
the later moments of apprehension that by virtue of that desire, 
even a ksanika vijndna having only one support is able to 
apprehend other jhdnas and their visayas. But the theory 
advanced by Bauddhas is fallacious. For, vdsand or desire 
mentioned above, could be applied only when it is related to 
vdsaka or vdsaniya and could never be applied to the knowledge 
that vanishes immediately after its birth. 

Lastly, if dtmq>n were taken to be ksanika, a number of 
faults such as production of many objects at a time, retention 
of vijndna, and violation of the law of cause and effect etc., 
would crop up. These faults could only be avoided if soul 
were taken as susceptible to utpdda or production, vyaya or 
destruction, and dhrauvya or retention. 

In addition to all these arguments, the sentences of Vedas 
also lead to establish that dtman is different from body. 

( iv ) Existence of Elements : In course of discussion with 
the fourth Ganadhara named Vyakta, the Bhagavdn explains 
the validity of the view that elements do exist. 

Since jiva etc. are contained in bhutas or elements, doubt 
about bhutas gives rise to doubt about the existence of all 
.leading to the idea, of all-pervading negation. Consequently, 
we will be compelled to take the whole Universe as nothing 
but illusion or dream. And according to this notion of all- 
pervading negation, there will be no distinction between sva- 
mata or one’s own opinion &,n6. para-mata or another’s opinion, 
hrasva or small, and dtrgha or long and so on. 

Some objects are self-accomplished like a cloud produced 
as a result of collision, with the element as a cause without 
the help of any Kdrtd or agent. Some objects are accomplished 
like qhaia by means of an outside agent, while some other 
objects are produced by means of their virtues as well as the 
outside agents as in the case of a child produced by means 
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of its parents as .well as its own Karmas. Lastly, there 
also exist some objects which are permanently accomplished 
like sky. • 

Whatever is accepted and apprehended by us as being 
produced by means of samagrt or a group of materials, is 
nothing but a collection of atoms. This naturally leads us to 
believe in the existence of atoms. 

Out of the five main hhutas or elements, the first four viz. 
Prithvi ( earth ), ap ( water ), tejas ( fire ) and Vagu are sa-oetana 
or animate because the symptoms of cetana are found in all 
of them. But the fifth element viz, akas'a ( sky ) being 
a-murta or incorporeal, acts only as a support and has no life.® 

Though distinct from the variations of clouds etc., bodies 
made of the first four elements are sa~cetana only so long as • 
they are unstruek by any implement. These bodies turn lifeless 
immediately if and when they are struck by some implement. 

At this point, the Bhagavan explains the important doctrine 
of Ahimsa or non-violence. He dictates that according to 
the specific laws of morality, that which results in evil con- 
sequences is called himsa and that which results in good 
fruition is called a-himsa. 

•One does not commit himsa in spite of his striking a,jtva_ 
if his motive in doing so is beneficial at the end; on the 
other hand, a person is said to have committed himsa on 
account of his evil motive. Inspite of his abstention from 
striking a living being. 

All these facts lead to prove that the' bhutas do exist, 
and that out of the five main bhutas, the first four are sa-cetana. 

( V ) Identity of Existence: Sudharman, the fifth* 
Qconadhara, asksd a question as to whether a living being in 

^ ■ '' ' ' ^ ^ 

5, Vegetables being only a variety of Prthvi should be included 

under Prthvt . 
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this world lived a similar life in the other world. S'ramana 
Bhcbgavan Mahavira Swamt removes his illusion by the follow- 
ing explanation . — 

Attainment of re-birth or existence in the other world 
depends upon the Karmas of an individual. The Karma — 
handha — which binds the soul to the body — is caused by 
mithyatva ( wrong belief ), a-virati ( non-renunciation ) ,'pramdda 
( carelessness ), and yoga ( vibrations set up in the soul through 
mind, body, and speech ). Para-bhava, being dependent upon 
Karma, happens to be vicitra like Karma. So, if the life in 
two existences were one and the same, there would be no 
scope for an increase or decrease in it. In sijfih a case, one 
who is rich in this life would become rich in the next life 
also, and a poor man in this life would remain poor in the 
next life as well. Thus, there would be nothing like progress 
or retardation, if this and the other life were to be the same 
or identical. And consequently, there would be no justification 
for the practice of religious duties and pious deeds in this world. 

This shows clearly that similarity or identity between the 
two bhavas or existences would never be possible, and the 
belief is refuted by means of Veda-padas like ‘‘ S'rugdlo vai 
esa jdyate yah sa-pur%so dahyate ” etc. also. 

( vi ) Bandha and Moksa: Since body and soul are 
connected with each other as hetu and hetumat, they must 
have perpetual continuance. The tendency of body is such 
that it becomes the cause of the future body and effect of 
the past Karmas, In case of an anddi santdna also, that 
which is the cause of future body and effect of the past 
one, becomes decidedly a perpetual continuance of body and 
Karma. This proves the existence of Karma-handha. 

The mutual relation between Jtva and Karma, is endless and 
beginningless ( anadi ananta ) like sky, and at the same time 
beginningless but limited ( anddi sdnta ) like that between 
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gold and stone. The^ anadi ananta relation exists with regard to 
a-hhavya or mean j^vas, and the mmdi sdnta relation exists 
with regard to bhavya or ^jigher souls. . 

Bhavya means that which is fit for the attainment of 
Siddhi. The group of such hhavyas is endless like dkm'a , . 
and hence it could never be destroyed. 

Moksa means separation or shedding oflF of the karma- 
pudgalas from soul. Moksa is neither kritaka or artificial, nor 
a-nitya or impermanent. It can be said to be a-nitya only, 
to the extent that everything is nitya or everlasting as dravya 
( substance ) and a-nitya or impermanent as 'parydya or 
modification. Like consciousness movement is also an important 
property of soul. 

Free souls possess movements. But these free souls 
cannot go beyond Siddhaksetra in absence of dharmastikdya. 
Dharmdstikdya and Adharmdstikdya are the only two factors 
which distinguish loka from a-loka. 

Like Kola, Muktdtma is also anddi. That is, just as 
nobody knows which was a first day or a first night, since the 
stream of Kdla flows on from times immemorial, in the same 
way no body knows when the first free soul came into existence. 
Innumerable siddhas or mukta beings could be contained ip one . 
siddha-ksetra by virtue of their a-murtatva or formlessness as 
the Siddha-ksetra has only limited dimensions. 

Bandha and Moksa are, therefore, laid down as positive 
factors existing by virtue of Kartnas as shown above. 

( vii-viii ) Existence of Devos and Ndrakas : Existence of 
devas or gods and Ndrakas or hellish denizens could be proved 
in various ways. 

At the time of a Tirihahkara's birth, many gods- and 
goddesses come to this world to pay their homages. 
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Like luminary gods such as Lloon .etc. other gods are 
also perceptible. Here if it is said that ‘ Moon etc., are not 
lum'inary gods but they are mere ^-places of habitation, there 
ought to exist inhabitants of these places also. And these 
inhabitants are none but gods. 

It is impossible to find people in this world who are cent 
percent happy or cent percent unhappy. For, in this world, 
a happiest man is undoubtedly affected by some sort of disease, 
or old age, and an extremely miserable man will experience 
'the happy breeze of cool wind, and the brightness of light. 
From this point of view, human beings could never be called 
cent per cent happy or cent per cent unhappy. It is the 
Ndrakas or hellish denizens only who are destined to the 
cent per cent misery and it is the devas or divine beings who 
enjoy cent per cent happiness. . It is true that sometimes a 
human being is allegorically called a ‘ god ’ but we should 
not forget that unless and until the principal meaning of a 
word is attained, the secondary meaning could never be 
attributed to it. All these arguments show that although gods 
and ndrakas are acdksusa i, e., beyond the perception of senses, 
they do exist. 

( ix) Pdpa-Punya : There are five different theories about • 
. the existence of pdpa-punpa : — 

( 1 ) There exists punya alone which increases or decreases 
causing pleasure or pain. ( 2 ) There exists papa alone which 
increases or decreases causing pain or pleasure. ( 3 ) Punya and 
papa exist in a combined state like mecakamapi. ( 4 ) Punya and 
papa are independent of each other. ( 5 ) There is nothing like 
Karma, and hence there is nothing like punya, and pdpa also. 

S'ramana Bhagavdn Mahdvtra Swdmt refutes all the 
above-mentioned theories and establishes his own in this way : — 

"Just as a potter accompanied by earth, stick, wheel etc. 
happens to be the cause of ghata, there do exist punya and 



19 


which are but Bespectively good and evil forms of Karma, 
that works as the hetu or cause in the production of body. 
Though there exist visible •hetus like father and mother in the 
production of body, there do exist invisible hetus like punyas 
and papas also, which determine the form proportionate or 
im-proportionate, beautiful or ugly, according as it is due to 
punya or papa. In other words, s'ubha.s'arira is the product of 
punya harma, and a-s'uhha s'artra is the product of papa karma. 

Like the murta ghata which becomes the cause of a—murta 
jhdna, the murta karma is also the cause of a-murta sukha- 
duhkha or pleasure and pain etc. The experience of exquisite 
happiness is caused by the abundance of punya and the 
experience of utmost miseries is due to the abundance of sins. 

Punya and papa which thus act as the causes of happiness 

and misery are independent of each other. Since there is no 

reason for the Karma-handha of punya and papa taken 

together, they can never exist in a combined state like mecaha- 

mani. As seen before, mithycitva, a-virati, kasdya, pramdda 

and yoga are the main causes of Karmor-handha. None of 

these causes happens to operate in case of the production of 

a combined state of mecakamani. 

♦ 

Fruition of jtva s'ubha or as'ubha turns the Karma s'ubha 
or as'ubha at the time of apprehension. 

Food of the same kind produces blood, flesh and saliva 
etc. in the body on one hand, and results in useful refuge of 
foeces and urine also on the other hand. In the same way, 
Karma though apprehended in similar ways, results -as s'ubha 
or a-s'ubha by virtue of pariridma and ds'raya. ‘'Thus, according 
to Jainism, there do exist punya and pdfa as separate entities. 

( x) Para-bhava or the. Other World: Since Atman is 
susceptible to production, destruction and retention as seen 
before, it must have an access to the next world. When 
jtva first apprehends ghata and then apprehends pata, the 
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apprehension of g'/iato— known as ghata-*cetanar—m destroyed, 
that about jtata — or pafa-eetana — is produced and the cetana is 
retained in a continuous range of Sonsciousness existing from 
times immemorial. 

■' The same is the case with jtvas which are staying in 
this world, or which have already passed to the other world. 
For, since they are susceptible to utpdda, vyo/ya, and dhrauvya, 
they have a natural access to the next world. 

Moreover, if there were absolute negation of para-loka 
the commandments of performing agnihotra etc. for one 
desirous of Salvation, and the prescription of the rewards of 
righteous deeds such as charity etc. would be of no avail. 

( xi ) Nirvana or Final Emancipation : Buddhistic theory of 
Nirvana is this : — A lamp, when extinguished, does never 
fade into any sort of earth, ether or space, but it only pacifies 
itself; so" also, the Soul, when finally liberateod (from body) 
does never fade into earth or sky, nor does it pass to any of 
the directions, but it only attains pacification at the removal 
of worldly bondages of sukha-duhkha. 

There is another theory also, which asserts that moksa or 
nirvana is a peculiar positive condition of the soul, at the 
attainment of Absolute Knowledge and Perception, when all 
sorts of miseries such as affection, enmity, pride, avarice, 
infatuation, birth, death, old age, and diseases etc. have 
been removed. 

Refuting both the above-stated theories, S'ramana Bhaga- 
van Mahdvtra a-sserts that moksa means the entire separation 
of Karma from the region of soul. Since the mundane world 
has its production due to Karma, it vanishes with Karma. 
But jivatva happens to exist from times immemorial, and is 
not produced by Karma. So, jivatva, naturally, can never 
vanish with Karma. It is not proper, therefore, to believe 
that at the time of Nirvana, jh)a vanishes like a lamp. 
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Beally speaking, the flame of lamp does not vanish 
entirely but it only changes its form. Just as milk changes 
its form into curds, the ^ame of lamp changes into darkness. 
The minute particles of the flame of a lamp transform them- 
selves into still more minute particles of darkness which are 
not perceptible. But that does not mean that they have 
ceased to exist entirely. As a matter of fact, the light-parti- 
cles of the flame which were perceptible to the eye would 
become perceptible to nose when turned into darkness. So, 
the lamp does not entirely die away, but it only changes froih 
light into darkness which is perceptible. Like a lamp, a jiva 
is also said to have attained Nirvana or Pinal Emancipation, 
when that jiva passes into a new form which is a-murta, 
free from Karma-handhas and which is unobstruotible. This, 
therefore, shows that the pure, eternal, positive condition ot* 
jiva at the removal of obstructions like sukha-duhkha is called 
the state of Nirvana or Final Emancipation to the jiva. 

Like a sage, engrossed in the highest bliss of Absolute 
Knowledge, a Muktdtmd liberated from the bondages of all 
sorts of worldly miseries like birth, death, and old age etc. 
enjoys a blissful state of Perfect Knowledge. 

. Finally, explaining the real interpretation of the sentences 
of Vedas such as “ Na ha vai sas'arirasya priya’priya^pahd- 
tirasti ” as well as “ As'artram vd vasantam priyd’priye na 
spris'atah” etc., S'ramana Bhagavdn Mahdv^ra Stmnit convinces 
the Ganadhara of the validity of the theory of Nirvana and 
removes all his doubts. (For further explanation see'discusssion 
with the last Ganadhara ). * * 

11 The Author-His Life, Works and Dates. 

(a) Life. 

Jinahhadra Gani Ksamds'ramana is the author of this 
splendid work. Very little is known about his life. Yet, 
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there is no doubt that the author was a highly-esteemed 
scholar of his age.** 

r 

He was the first Jawa writer and preacher who had 
consistently attempted to interprete and explain the principles 
of the Jaina Canon ( or the religious principles preached by 
the great Jinas ) in such a manner as to appeal to the intellect 
of the people. That is to say, he did not instruct his pupils 
or followers only in a traditional artificial way without caring 
for the inner motive or spirit of the preachings. Though he 
preached the same old traditional principles of the Jaina 
Canon, he interpreted and explained them in a logical way 
so as to appeal to their intellect. He was, therefore, accepted 
by the people as an unparalleled preacher ,and scholar of 
the age and hence was awarded the title of jiTSTSfR 
“ yugapradhdna 

His knowledge was not confined to the religious lore, but 
6. Here are the tributes paid to him by several commentators: — 

qr: ii I ii 

— Tilahacarya in his Avas'ayaka Vritti. 

(ii) I 

^55^ ft; ii 

— Muni Candra Suri in Amara Caritra. 

(iii) ftrm ^ 11 

^ 3aijrft5c?Tf^qii^iT5rt 

— Malayagiri Suri in his Commentary on Brihat Ksetra Samdsa, 

7 . Vide HWf ^ qgt'nr sTraim^T I 

t'^or-qpJrrqsT^iTJmiftlTftq- II 

-^Biddhasena Suri in his Curni on J%takaljpasutra* 
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he was well-versed in the sciences of mathematics, etymology, 
prosody, and phonology also.® 

- » 

Still, hower, Acdrya JmMiadrOi Ga/ni was the staunch 
and orthodox upholder of the traditional JaiVia Canon. Though 
he knew many sciences, his extensive knowledge and intelligence 
were taken advantage of only for establishing the authenticity 
and validity of the Jaina Ayamas. He is therefore, taken as 
one of the pioneer dgama-pradhdna or orthodox Acdryas.^ 

He used to take the support of logical illustrations and 
inferences only partially in the sense that such illustrations or 
inferences were quoted only if they strengthened the view- 
point of the traditional Jaina Agamas, and were rejected if 
they went against the traditional preachings The example of 
his predecessor Siddhasena Divdkara is welknown. Siddhasena- 
was a free-minded but logical interpreter. His works are 
full of original thoughts and independent ideas irrespective 
of their being different from or similar to the traditional Jaina 
Agamas. The theory that Absolute Knowledge and Absolute 
Perception do not take place simultaneouly but one after the 
other, has been proved by him by the help of logical inferences 
and concrete illustrations, Siddhasea thus went against the 
traditional view of the Jaina Agamas according to which the 
Kevdla-Jhdna and the Kevala-Dars'ana took place simultane-- 
ously. Jinabhandra Gani Ksamds'ramana repudiates the theory 

8. Vide i 

( Ibid ) 

9. Vide i 

( Ibid ) 

Also vide J^takalpaswtra ( Ed-by Muni Jinavijayaji ), Edifcor^s 
Preface, -p. 7. ^ 
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of Siddhasena Divdhara in his Vis' esdvasy aka Bhds'ya and 
re-e,stablishes the original theory of the J'aina Agomas that 
Kevalo, Bars' ana and Kfvala Jhdna tajie place simultaneously.’^® 

Jinahhadra Gani is, thus, well-renowned as the preserver 
of the Jaina traditions. 

That Jinahhadra Gani Ksamd S'ramana was an orator of 
established reputation is known from several sources. The 
commentator Hemcandrdodrya Maladhdri refers to Jinahhadra 
Gani as “ Upa Jinahhadra Ksamd S'ramandh Vydkhydtdrah 
Another commentator named Kotydcdrya who has written 
a commentary on the Visesdvas'yaka Bhdsya pays him a tribute 
to the same effect in the last verse of his commentary. 
He says” 

f i?r- 

I 

No more information is available about the life of this 
great Acdrya. 

(b) Works. 

Jinahhadra Gani Ksamd S'ramana is said to have composed 
the following works : — 

(i) Vis'esdvas'yaka Bhdsya: This welknown work has 
been ranked as one of the most important and highly esteemed 
works of Jainism. The author himself wrote a commentary 
on this Bhdsya in Sanskrit. Jinahhadra Gani has earned 

10. Vide ^^ror-iriafN’sftvr ( tri»Tftir ) i 

11. Vide "Short History of Jaina Literature" Ed. by M. D. .Desai, 
p. 162, foot-note. 
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the reputation as a commentator mainly from this work. For, 
wherever he has been referred to as Bhdsyakdra, the references 
have been quoted from %is’esdvas'yalca Bhdsya. But as has 
been suggested in the Prefice to the Jtta Kalpa Sutrct^^ it 
is not improbable if Jinabhadra Qani Ksamd S'ramana had 
composed other bhdsyas as well. Take, for example, the 
following verse from the Vis'esavchs'ctyakco Bhdsya — 

ih% mm ii ii 

In this verse, the examples of poggcda ( flesh ) modayd, 
( sweet-balls ) danta ( teeth ) pharusaga ( a potter ) and 
vadasdla ( the branch of a tree ) have not been explained in 
details by the commentators. Acdrya Hemacctndra MaladhdTi 
suggestively remarks that “ 

(These examples should be understood in details from Nis'eetha) 

Kotydcdrya^^ also leaves the remark unexplained merely 
by saying ( We shall explain this in Nis'eetha) 

The question arises as to who is the author of Nis'eetha. 
The tradition does not give the credit of authorship either to 
Hemacandrdcdrya Maladhdri or to Kotydcdrya. So, it is probable 
that the commentary must have been written by Jinahhadra 
Odni and the sentence found in the commentary 

of Kotydcdrya might have orginally belonged to _ the . 
commentary written by S'r^ Jinahhadra Oani ksamd s'ramana 
himself.^* 

12. Vide Jita Kalpa Sutra Preface Page 9. 

13. Whose commentary has not been published, but is pi-eserved 
in the Bhdnddrkara Research Institute, Poona. 

14. Jinavijayaji gives another evidence for this belief. In a 
miscellaneous collection of several stray Commentaries ( ’which he 
possesses ) the compiler giues three verses of Nis'eetha Bha^ya and 
makes the following remark at the end : — 

(Preface to Jlta Kuljpct Sutra pp. 9-10 ) 
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Unfortunately these commentaries are not available at 
present, and we have to depend mostly oh conjectures. The 
commentary of Kotyacarya is preserved in a tattered condition 
in the Bhand^rkara Research Institute, Poona. The only 
available commentary is that of S'rt Maladhdri Hemacandrdcdrya. 

( ii ) Brihai Samgrahani — This work runs in almost 500 
verses, Acarya Malayagiri Suri has written a commentary on 
this work in Sanskrit. The work along with the Commentary 
.has already been published, 

( Hi ) Brihai Ksetra-Samasa—Thx& is also a similar work. 
Acdrya S'rt Malayagiri Suri and others have written commen- 
taries and the work along with the commentaries is published. 

( iv ) Jita Kalpa This work lays down various 

religious practices to be followed by the Jaina monks. The 
work is also dealing with the ten types of remonstration. 
The subject of remonstration has already been treated in the 
Gheda-suiras and other works. Jindbhadra Ga/ni seems to have 
composed this work with a view to treat the subject in a 
precise and comprehensive manner. 

The oldest commentary available on this work at present - 
is the curni of Siddiiasena in Prakrit. In. his Curni, Siddha- 
sena remarks at one place that there existed some other 
durnp-^ also, before he composed his one, but that is not 
available at present. On this Curni of Siddhasena, S'ri 
Gandra ^Suri has written explanatry notes in Sanskrit. 

Besides the mrni of Siddhasena. there is one more curni 
available in Prakrit verses. It is difficult to say whether ilj 
is the same mrni that he refers to or it is different from his 
own. Nothing is known about the author and the date of 
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composition either from the portion in the beginning or one 
at the end.^® 

( V ) Viiesanavah TBis book is a miscellaneous work 
comprised into nearly 400 PrdJcrit verses and is not publishdd 
as yet. 

In addition to the above-mentioned five works, some people 
consider Dhyana-s'ataka which has been incorporated by 
Acarya Maharaja Harihhadra Suri in his commentary on the 
Avas'yaka Sntras, also to be the composition of Jinabhadra 
Gani Ksamd-s'ramana. But there are not sufficient evidences 
to convince us of his authorship of Dhaydna-S'ataka. 

(c) Date 

There are no definite means that help us to fix the exact 
date of Jinabhadra Gani ksaxnd-$'ramana. Still, however, the 
tradition of various Pattdvalis throws considerable light on the 
problem. The tradition of the Pattdvalis written after the 
sixteenth century ( V, S. ) tells us that Jinabhadra Gani 
ksamds'ramana flourished 1115 years after the Nirvana of 
S'ramana Bhagavdn Mahdvtra. This fixes the date somewhere 
about 645 V. S. 

There is another theory which assigns to Jinabhadra Gani 
5oo years earlier than his commentator Maladhdri Hemacandrd- 
cdrya who is said to have flourished in 1175 V. S. According 
to this theory also, Jinabhadra Gani ksamd-s'ramana must 
have flourished somewhere about 650-675 V. S. 

The author of Tapdgaccha Pattdvali places Jinabhadra 
Gani ksamd-s'ramana as the contemporary of Acarya S'rtmdn 
Saribhadra Suri who is said to have written a commentary 

16. At the end of this bhdsya the only reference is this:— - 

( J%ta KaJ^a Svira Preface P. 17 ) 
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on Dhyana S'ataka. According to this viefw, Jinc^hadra Gani 
had, lived a long life of 104 years and though Aodrya 
Haribhadra Suri was senior to him ’by 60 or 65 years, both of 
them happened to be contemporaries on account 'of the long 
life .of Jinabhadra Gani^'^ This view is not sound because 
Hixrihhadra Suri did not, in fact, flourish in 530 V. S. or 
580 V. S. but he flourished between 757 and 875 V. S. 
as Muni Jinavijayaji has suggested. Secondly, S'rimdn 
Haribhadra Suri has frequently quoted Jinabhadra Gard's 
'sutras in his Avas'yaka Vritti. It is, therefore, clear that 
Jinabhadra Gani did not in any case flourish after 
Haribhadra Suri. • 

According to other Patt&oalis, all of Jinabhadra Gani 
Haribhadra Suri^ Devarddhi Gani ksamas'ramana^ S'ildhkdcdrya 
and Kalakacdrya happened to be contemporaries. But the 
history of the development of Jainism shows that the theory is 
wrongly based. The date of S'rimdn Haribhadra Suri has been 
fixed as the latter half of the eighth and the first half of the 
9th century V. S., Jinabhadra Gani has been placed in the 
latter half of the 7th and the first half of the 8th century 
V. S. Devarddhi Gani ksamd s'ramana and Kalakacdrya are 
said to have flourished in the beginning of the 6th century V. S. 

Leaving others aside, let us consider if Jinabhadra Gcmi 
and S'ilahkdcdrya happened to flourish at the same time. 
The tradition says that S'Uahkdcdrya was the priest of 
Vanardja, the king of Anahillapur Pdtana. If this is true the 
date of S'tlanku<idrya falls somewhere near 800 V. S. since 
Vanardja established his kingdom in 802 V. S. This places 
S'ildhhdGdrya undoubtedly as the contemporary of Acdrya Sree 
Haribhadra SurijL Now some of the Pattdvalis refer to 


17. Vide Sn. Tapdgachohha, Fattavali ( Edited by ) Sri Kalydua 
Vijayaji Vol. I, page 98. 
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S'ilatikacarya as the pupil of Jinabhadra Gani ksamd dramana. 
If this S'ildhkdcdrya is the same as the commentator Kotya- 
cdrya several references about Jinabhadra Gani found in his 
commentary on the Vis' esdvady aka Bhdsya do not in any way 
lead us to believe that S'Uankdcdrya was the pupil of 
Jinabhadra Gani. Unfortunately, the first and last portions of 
this commentary are torn out,^® but in course of his commentary 
the commentator refers to Jinabhadra Gani kmmd s'ramana 
at several places, e. g. 

( i ) I 

(1i) 3T5r arral'ijjri’iT 

(iii) 

(iv) I 

(v) sft«t^fri«r5Proii3v;q'qr5(;j^jjrf*?sn?Tt 

Although these references show how much respect the 
commentatar had for Jinabhadra Gani ksamds'ramana, they 
do not in any way lead us to believe that Jinabhadt'a Gani 
was his preceptor. On the contrary, we find a reference which 
shows a considerable gulf of time between the dates of 
Jinabhadra Gani and S'Uahkdcarya. The reference is this: — 

amcTJ, 

ST 11^® 

This reference shows that there were various readings of 

o 

Vis'esdvas'yaka Bhasya in the time of S'Uahkdcarya which 
means that a considerable period of time must have elapsed 
after the composition of the Vis'esdvas'yaka Bhdsya. This, 
therefore, prevents us from accepting the view that Jinabhadra 
Gani ksamds'ramana was the preceptor and hence the contem- 
porary of S'tlahkdcdrya. 

18. Vide Jitakalpa Sutra Preface pp. 14-15, 

19. Ibid p. 15. 
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Thus there are many diflSculties in accepting JincibhadTa 
Gani as the contemporary of S'Uahkdcdrya or even Haribhadra 
Suriji and others as mentioned before. 

It is, therefore, proper to believe that unless and until 
there is no evidence against the belief of the tradition, there 
is no objection in accepting the date of Jinahhadra hscmor 
s'ramana as roughly about the second half of the seventh 
century V. S. 

Ill Philosophy. 

(a) Ethics: 

According to Jainism, the main purpose of every living 
being on this earth, viz nirvana or final emancipation is attained 
in the simultaneous observance of these three main doctrines: 
( 1 ) Right Belief ( Faith in the teachings of Jinas ) (2) Right 
knowledge ( knowledge of his doctrine ) that leads to Salvation 
and ( 3 ) Right Conduct ( Perfect Conduct ). According to the 
Jaina Philosophy, belief in real existence of tattvas is right 
faith. Knowledge of real nature without doubt or error is 
right knowledge. An attitude of neutrality without desire or 
aversion towards the objects of the external world, is right conduct. 

Virtue consists of the five-fold conduct of one who has 
knowledge and faith : — 

1. Innocence-or a-himsd which is not mere negative 
abstention but positive kindness to all creation. 

2. Charity and truth-speaking. 

3. Honorable conduct-such as not stealing. 

4. Chastity in word, thought and deed. 

5. Renunciation of all worldly interests. 

Jaina ethics lay stress on both faith and works. All those 
actions which lead to peace of mind are punya. Hinisd or in- 
fliction of suffering is the great sin or 'pdpa. 
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UntruthfulnesS; dishonesty, unchastity, covetousness, an(ger, 
conceit etc. are other sources of sin. Sin is no offence 
against God, but only againt man according to Jaina ethics. 

The ethical system of the Jmnas is more rigorous than 
that of the Buddhists. It looks upon patience as the highest 
good and pleasure of senses as a source of sin. 

The chief feature of Jainism is ahimsa ( respect for all and 
abstention from injuring everything that has life. ) 

The Jainas repudiate the theory of the creation of the 
world out of nothing or as a series of accidents. According 
to them, there can neither be destruction of things that do 
exist nor can there be creation of things out of nothing. So, 
according to this view, there is no God necessary for creation 
or destruction. 

Jainism looks upon God, nature, and soul, as aspects of 
the same. According to Jaina ethics there is no God except 
the soul in its ideal integrity. 

The Jaina philosophy tells us that the life of God in 
heaven is one of the forms that a soul might assume by the 
accumulation of 'punya ( merit ). According to them, Gods are 
only embodied souls like men and animals different from them 
in degree but not in kind. 

The liberated souls are above gods. They are never born 
again, and they have no connection with the world. Meditation 
or adoration of the Jinas sanctifies the soul. 

( b ) Theory of Soul: Plurality of spirits. ' 

According to the Jaina philosophy, the universe is filled 
with jivas. Jiva means whatever is living and not whatever 
is mechanical. So, it corresponds to the life-elemant of 
Bergson. And since it is a subject of experience if also 
corresponds to the monad of Leibniz. 
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Jainism does not seem to have mad.e exact distinctions 
between jiva and Atman, a~jlva and matter. A jtva is a 
particular kind of existent beiri^. ,'L'he liberated jlva freed 
from matter, is called the Atman. Aimnn means pure conscious- 
ness untinted by matter. It excludes all space and externality. 
It is’ the jtm purified and raised to the highest spiritual status, 
which is mere formless consciousness. 

On the other hand, pudgala is not pure matter untouched 
by' consciousness. It already bears the impress of spirit. 
Atman is the spirit of being and matter is the negative 
principle of non-living. The latter corresponds to the space 
of Bergson, or the materia prima of Leibniz. The bare 
materiality of pudgala is the direct opposite of spirit, A Jtva 
is the combination of the two. It is material-spiritual. A soul 
* loaded with matter is involved in bondage. All jivas in samsdra 
are associated with this negative element. 

Jaimsm believes that Atman or the pure spirit, pure 
matter, and jiva which is a combination of the two, are existent, 
though the first two are imperceptible to us. The pudgala 
skandha which we see, has also an element of consciousness, 
and is as much a jtva as others, so far as the essence is 
concerned. The jtva and the a-jtva of the Jainas are not 
empirical abstractions of Atman, or consciousness, and matter 
or ndh-consciousness but the products of an interaction between 
the two. Strictly speaking, Atman and non-dtman are the 
primary elements, Jtva possesses more of self, a-jtva more 
of not-self. They represent two orders of arrangement in 
the whole'. 

Jainim believes in plurality of spirits. The jtvas are 
many, but are alike eternal. Their characteristic essence is 
never destroyed, however much it is obscured by external 
causes. They are regarded as possessing size which is varying 
in different eases. They contract and expand according to the 
dimensions of the body with which they are incorporated for 
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the time being. Truly speaking, the essence of all is 

consciousness and it is only superficial to advance the theo'ry 
of plurality of jivas. It is only a relative conception and 
cannot be taken as an ultimate truth. Still, hovpever, this 
distinction of spirits is justified in the sense that it distingui- 
shes good from the bad, Brdhmanas, Ksatriym, Vm$yas, and 
S'udras^ from each other, insects, birds, snakes and so on. 
For, the Jaina canon dictates that if there were but one soul 
common to all beings, they could not be distinguished from one 
another, nor could they experience different lots; there would 
not be Brahmins, Ksatriyas, Vai^as and S'udras; insects, 
birds and snakes. All would be men and gods. We make equal 
both those who lead a blameable life and those who, in this 
world, practise right conduct.^® 

Thus unlike other systems of philosophy. Jainism asserts 
the doctrine of pluralistic realism.®^ 

( c) The theory of Knowledge— 

Like the theory of Soul, that of knowledge is also disti- 
nctive of Jainism. The Jainas admit five kinds of knowledge 
viz.^ Mati^ S'ruti, Avadhi, Manahpardya, and Kevala. 

1. Mati is ordinary cognition obtained by normal means of 
sense-perceptions. We always have sense-perceptions • or 
dardana prior to the rise of mati-jhdna. 

2. S'ruti or testimony is knowledge derived through 
signs, symbols, or words. While mati-jhdna gives us knowledge 
by acquaintance, this gives us knowledge by description. 

20. Vide Sutrdkritanga. ii, 7-48 and 51. 

21, Cf Bosanquet-" It is freely admitted that in cognition, the 
self is universal. It goes out into a world which is beyond its own 
given being and what it meets there it holds in common with other 
selves, and in holding, it ceases to be a self-contained and repellant unit.” 

( Gifford Lectures, Second Series, Chap. II ) 
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3. Avadhi is direct knowledge of things even at a 
distance of time or space. It is knowledge by clairvoyance. 

4. Mandhjxxrydya is direct knowledge of the thoughts 
of others as in telepathic knowledge of other minds. 

5. Kevala or Perfect knowledge, comprehends all substan- 
ces and their various modifications. It is omniscience unlimited 
by time, space, or object. This knowledge which is independent 
of the senses, which can only be felt and not described is possi- 
ble only for purified souls which are perfectly free from bondage. 

The first three kinds of knowledge are liable to error, 
while the last two cannot be wrong. 

Knowledge is ‘prOityaksoit or direct when it is immediate, 
and ^a/roksa or indirect when it is mediated by some other 
kind of knowledge. Of the five kinds of knowledge, mati and 
are paroksa and the rest pratyakm. 

Getand or consciousness is the essence of j^va and the 
two manifestations of cctanch are perception ( dars'ctnct ) and 
intelligence ( jhdnci> ). In do/rs'na the details are not perceived 
while in jndna they are. The former is simple apprehension, 
the latter conceptual knowledge. 

The relation between knowledge and its object .is an 
external one with regard to physical objects,^ though it is not 
so with regard to self-consciousness. The consciousness of 
the jiva is ever active and this activity reveals its own nature 
as well as that of the object. Jheya or object of knowledge 
includes self and non-self. Like light, jhdna reveals itself and 
other objects. The Nydya-Vais'esiha theory that knowledge 
reveals only external relations but not itself is rejected by 
the Jainas. In knowing any object, the self knows itself 
simultaneously. Knowledge is always apportioned by the self, 
according to them, and the question as to how consciousness 
can reveal the unconscious object is dismissed by them as 
absurd, since it is the nature of knowledge that reveals objects. 
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With regard to self-consciousness, the relation between 
jhana and jneya is very intimate. Jhdnin and jndna are also 
inseparable though distinguishable. In self-consciousness, the 
subject of knowledge, the object of knowledge and knowledge 
itself become different aspects of a single concrete entity. 

There are no j^vas without jndna since that would take 
away the cetand or conscious character of the jivas and reduce 
them to the level of a-jiva dra/oyas and there can be no jndna 
without selves ; for that would make jndna foundationless. 

In its perfect condition, the soul is pure. Jndna and 
dar^ana ( knowlege and intuition ) arise simultaneously or are 
together. In the mundane jivas, jndna is preceded by da/rs'ana. 

Perfect knowledge is free from doubt ( sams'aya ) perver- 
sity ( vimoha ) and indefiniteness ( vibhrama ) 

The Karmas which obscure the different varieties of 
dars'ana are dars'andvaraniya karmas and those which obscure 
the different kinds of jndna are jhdndvara/niya karmas. 

These impediments are passions and emotions. All 
knowledge resides in the soul though it manifests itself when 
the disturbing media are removed. 

(d) Karma : 

Karma is another important topic of the Jaina philosophy. 
Karma, according to the Jainas, is of material nature (pudgalika). 
The kind of matter fit to manifest Karma fills all cosmic 
space. It has the peculiar property of developing the effects 
of merit and demerit. The soul by its commerce with the 
other world becomes literally penetrated with the particles of 
subtle matter. These become Karma and build up a special 
body called ‘‘ Kdrma/m S'a/rira: *’ which does not leave the 
soul till its Final Emancipation. 

Jivas which are found on this world in infinite number, 
are of three kinds ( 1 ) Nitya siddha or the ever perfect '(2) 
Mukta or the liberated and ( 3 ) the Baddha or the bound. 
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The second variety of jivas does not become embodied. 
They have achieved their purity and dwell in a state of super- 
mundane perfection unconcerned -with worldly affairs. The 
mundane jtvas are a prey to illusion, and are condemned to 
the yoke of matter through an infinite succession of lines. 
The freed souls are absolutely pure and free from any tint of 
matter. They are the nirupadhi jtvas leading a life of pure 
existence and infinite consciousness and possess infinite 
knowledge, infinite perception, infinite power, and infinite bliss. 

Thus, by touching the main distinctive features of the 
Jaina philosophy, we can easily remark like Sir RadhctJcrishanan 
that “ Jainism offers us an empirical classification of things in 
the universe and so argues for a plurality of spirits.® ® ” 


Gujarat College | 

Ahmedabad I D. P. Thaher 

10 : 12 : ’42 


22, Tide " Indian Philosophy by Sir S. Eadhakrishanan. 
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Discussion with the First Qanadhara. 

51 sisl n I 

atg?m^ 5 P 3 ^ 11 ? 11. 

Jive tuha sandeho paccakkham jam na ghippai' ghado vva i 
Accantapaccakkham ca natthi loe khapuppham van 1 ( 1549 ) 

[ 5 fl% m ^ ^ ^ I 

^rrf^ ii Ui ( 

Jive tava sandehah pratyksam yad na grhyate ghata iva | 
Atyantapratyaksam ca nasti loke khapuspam iva H 1 ( 1549 ) 
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Translation— \ ( 0 Indrabhuti of Qaufama gotra ! ) You 
hav.e a doubt about ( the existence of ) jiva ( the soul ) since 
it is not directly perceived f by senses ) as is the case with a 
ghata ( a water-jar ). Whatever is absolutely imperceptible, 
does, not exist in the world, e. g., a flower in the sky. ( 1 549 ) 

?r?i 5i??T%iir if, f f i fj:, sfra^f : i srorttsft 

iwrf f f T f jri f 51^- 

3T^s5rTtf?ff^%qoTfi^ 11 

Digest of the Commentary — O long-lived Indrabhuti ! You 
entertain a doubt about the existence of the soul. For, you 
come across reasons, some of which lead you to believe that 
the soul exists, whereas, others make you surmise that the 
soul does not exist. The latter are as under: — 

The soul does not exist; for, it is in no way perceptible by 
pralyaksa pramana ( direct and valid proof ) produced by 
a sense-organ, as is the case with a ghata. Whatever is 
atyantapratyaksa ( absolutely imperceptible ) is certainly non- 
existent in this world, e. g., a flower in the sky. Whatever 
exists, is certainly perceived — realized by pratyaksa pramana, 
e. g., a pitcher.. This is a vyatireka drdanta ( a negative 
example ). 

Some one may here argue, that though anus ( electrons ) 
are not within the range of pratyaksa pramSna they are, so 
to say, invisible ; yet they do exist. So, what about them ? 
Th© answer is, that no doubt they are imperceptible to us 
as ttnws, but when they are transformed so as to perform the 
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functions of a pitcher, a cloth, etc., they no longer remain so. 
Such is not, however, the case with the soul. It never attains 
a stage when it can be directly perceived. The adjective 
atyanta, is here used on that account. 

—■ Notes — 


sririuTiI Pramanam miena 

iti pramanam. That by which a correct notion is arrived at, is 
called a prammia. ^^[m^:^arth(ypalahdhi hetuh 

pramanam. Pramana is the means to knowledge. 

Pramana is the doctrine of which lays bare 

the nluHv, trvth, which is the synthesis of extremes and not 
absolute extremes or fragmentary truths. 

pratyahsam ^ • 

Indriyartha sannikarsa-janyam jndnam pratyahsam — know- 
ledge derived directly from the peripheral contact of the sense- 
organs with their corresponding objects. 


pratyaksa pramaimm — 

— Jndndkaramxkatve sati jndnatvam pratyaksa- 
prawanalaksanam. Sense— perception means direct knowledge. 



fl5lf-<|5#oi II SI II (^Ho) 


Na ya so’numanagammo jamha paccakkhapuwayam tarn pi | 
PuvvovaladdhasambandhasaranaS liriga-linginam ii 2 ( 1550 ) 


II i II ( 


) 


Na ca so’numanagamyo yasmat pratyaksapurvakam tadapi | 
Purvopalabdhasambandhasmaranato linga-lihginoh || 2 (1550) ] 


Trans. 2 It ( the soul ) is not an object of anumana 
(inference); for, this (anumana), too, is preceded by pratyaksa and 
is the outcome of the recollection of the (inseparable) connection 
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previously observed in the case of a linga ( a characteristic or 
an indicatory mark) and a Ungin (one having such a linga). (1550) 

mm ’l?!- 

R'C'ii i 

m\ i;*T5^T5r 

^ IRRT pi5Rf- 

I ? l^5R[rR?ri i%ff HT 

55i3rf?r#w^t 

sTt^?5^rq‘5^TS5m^'l^«4 ^ ii ^ (^HH®) n 

D. G.— -The existence of the soul' cannot be proved by 
anumana ( inference); for, after all, this anumdna is preceded 
by pT'atyaksct pramdnct as is suggested by the second hemistich 
of this verse. 

Whatever reveals an object which is imperceptible to the 
senses, is ^called a linga or whatever throws light on a concealed 
object is a linga,. and one that has a linga is called a lihgin. 
For instance, smoke is the linga, and fire the lihgin. To give 
another example hrtakatva ( performance of an action ) is the 
linga, and anityatva ( impermanence ) the lihgin. 

An inseparable connection between smoke and fire, in the 
form of effect and cause -the connection which is directly 
perceived in a kitchen, etc., can be established in two ways, viz.. 
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by anvaya (positively) and by vyatireka (negatively). Wherever 
there is smoke, there is fire, is an example of anvaya; -and 
wherever there is non-existenee of fire, there is non-existence 
of smoke, is an example of vyatireka. 

The recollection of the inseparable connection existing 
between smoke and fire, helps a man to infer the presence of 
fire, when he sees clouds of smoke rising to the sky, either 
in a forest or on the top of a mountain or the like. For, he 
is then reminded of having seen fire when smoke was found 
coming out of the kitchen or the like. Thereupon, he works 
up a syllogism, as under: — 

Wherever there was smoke, I previously saw fire there, as 
in the kitchen and elsewhere. I see smoke here ; so, here, 
there must be fire. Thus, he rightly infers fire in view of his . 
having previously noticed the inseparable connection between 
smoke the lihga, and fire the lihgin, and on his recollecting this 
connection while drawing the inference. 

But in the case of the soul, a lingin, no connection of it, 
whatsoever is directly perceived with any one or more of its 
lingas. Such being the case, there is no room left for the 
recollection of an inseparable connection between the soul and 
its lihga and hence there is no chance left for establishing 
the existence of the soul by anumana. 

Moreover, if the inseparable connection were to be observ- 
ed in the case of the soul and its lihga, the soul would be 
directly perceived, and in that case, there would be no necessity 
to infer its existence. 

— Notes — 

srgJTR anumana (from 315 anu, after, and nr wa, to measure 
and hence to know ) is so called because by means of this 
particular kind of knowledge, a thing though remote in time, 
space and nature, is measured out to the mind, after one has 
recollected the relation of invariable sqrfH vyapti, concomitance. 
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between liiiga, also known as hetu, e. g. 5|Ji dhuma, 
smoke and lihgin also known as Hpsr sadhya, e., g., 

vahni, fire. 

It is said: 

5^fel^T%r«TT3ft ^r% 5Fi^q^3?f im\ ii ^ (i 

Na ya jivalirigasambandhadarisanamabhu jao puno sarad i 
' Tallirigadarisanad jive sampaccad hojja ii 3 ( 1551 ) 

II ^ II ( ) 

Naca jivalihgasambandhadar^anam abhudyatah punah smaratah i 
Tallihgadarsanajjive sampratyayo bhavet II 3 ( 1551 ) ] 

Trans.— '6 There has not been (previously) seen (any) 
connection between the soul and its linga, the recollection of 
which, along with the sight of its linga, can lead ( us ) to a 
conviction about the ( existence of ) the soul. ( 1551 ) 

gf qqq qqrm I ^ 

31^ 51 ii ^ {WW ii 

D. Ch — ^It is no use arguing that the existence of the soul 
can be establishe^d by an anv/mdna which is ordinarily met with, 
as in the case of the motion of the Sun. To put it explicitly, the 
Sun is in motion; for, it reaches another region, as is the ease 
with Devadatta. As regards the Sun, this inference is valid, 
since we distinctly see that Devadatta, who is here a drstarda- 
dharmin i. e., serving as an illustration, goes like the Sun, 
to another country after he has resorted to motion, But aa 
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far as the soul is concerned, no Uhga ( also known as hetu ) 
which is inseparably connected with the soul, is directly 
perceived in any drdanta, ( example ) whatsoever. Thus, the 
samanyatodrsta anumana is of no avail here. 


The existence of the soul cannot be proved by agmia 
( scriptural authority ). 

ft ^ i 

N^amgammo vi tao bhijjai jam nagamo’numanao l 

Na ya k^ai paccakkho jivo jassagamo vayanam ii 4 ( 1552 ) 

51 ^ II » II • 

Nftgamagamyo’pi sako bhidyate yad nagamo’numanat i 

Na ca kasyacit pratyakso jIvo yasyagamo vacanam || 4 (1552) ] 

« 

Trans.— 4 It ( the soul ) is not even within the range of 
agama { scriptural authority ); for, agama is not ( quite ) distinct 
from anunmna. Moreover, the soul is not pratyaksa ( directly 
perceptible ) to any one whose word is agama. ( 1552 ) 

IW3HVITI: Jr^rrormir 

Jr«r5r 

q^TSS^^TT^Mqi !RTR 

?(n^ jt^ir 
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tel I ^ g^^rf|s?if5r !T33q?tRt ^^l- 

^ ^5^TRJir5^«r5rina[ mm ifl str^ i 

^ <l^wlts5TIR 

^«iilf~‘‘RiiR 2srte^T%^qiairoft- 

|tlf?T3*TRte ^5r Rtnor^r i h 
^»rw ^^\^u fR ?r§:^*iR*T 

^ 5Tfl’R?lf| * II » ( ? W ) II 

D. C7. — ^The existence of the soul cannot be established 
by agamai for, after all, agama cannot be separated from 
anumana^ as, really speaking, agama is ( a kind of ) anumana. 

Agama is defined as sabda pramdna, and sahda ( word ) 
is two-fold, viz., ( i ) drdartha-visaya ( pertaining to an object 
which is seen ) and ( ii ) a-drstdrtha-visaya ( pertaining to an 
object which is not seen ). 

The conviction which is arrived at, by means of a sahda 
and which is associated with an object that is seen, is really an 
outcome of anumdna. Por instance, first of all, one notices 
that the word ghata is used for an object whose belly is 
round and extensive, whose basin is raised up and hollowed 
out, whose neck is round and which is made up of earth. 
Thereafter, when he hears “ bring a ghata " he begins to 
reflect: None else but an object whose belly is round and 
extensive, etc., is styled as gha^-, for, the word ghata is 
reserved for this object only — & fact noticed in the shop of a 
potter. I ‘hear the word -.gjmtft-, so I should , bring an object of 
that very kind, viz., one which is round, extensive etc. Having 
so inferred, he brings a ‘ghata’. Hence, it will be seen that the 
sahda pramdna which is associated with an object that is seen, 
is not separate from amimana. 

To think of the soul, the word ^souP is not used for any other 
object but the body. Had it been, however, so used, one would 
have been convinced about the existence of the soul. 
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The sabda pramdna associated with unseen objects like 
heaven, hell etc,, is also, really speaking, not separate from 
anumdna. For, the knowledge connected with unseen objects 
such as heaven, hell and the like is pramdna^ as it comes from 
an dpta, a reliable personage whose word is true — a fact noticed 
when he predicted a lunar eclipse, a solar eclipse and so on. 
Thus, here, too, the validity or truth rests upon inference. 

There is none to whom the soul is an object of direct 
perception. Had there been any one of that type, his word 
would have been looked upon as dgama, and on the basis of 
this dgama, the existence of the soul would have been admitted. 

Besides 

Jam cagama viruddha paropparamao vi samsao jutto i 
Savvappamanavisayaio jivo Iti to buddhi li 5 ( 1553 ) 

II H II 

Yaoc'agama viruddhah parasparamato’pi saiiisayo yuktah I ^ 
Sarvapramanavisayatito jivo’sti tato buddhih II 5 ( 1553 ) ] 

Ivans— % Furthermore, the agamas are mutually contra- 
dictory. Consequently, on that account, loo, ( your ) doubt is 
justifiable. You ( therefore ) believe that ( the exfstence of ) 
the soul cannot be established by any of the pramdnas. (1553) 


2 
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w ^ ^ '• ^ II I 

qf^stqTf— f^fRqq ql^^qt ^ir^iq <fF^f!5- 
ffjRqra, q q qtqq^rsftq i 

• q ^4 m^T^: I 5?[^: l 

3rT?q[si%rcrqqqr?q':qrq^3 ^«it =q q ft w 

fqqT'sftq^^Tfft^ftq, sr^^t qr qq-q fqqi sM q 
c%j qqr, “ siftftq ifqr^ ^qq^ul: ’’ ftqrft i 

3 qraqi?T ^ — ** srftq 5#s^q? H^qt 
qj ftqrft i 

q^qr^mqrqr q^^q^crq^^^qii; qTqqqqTOTK’^qRqq'^qmft;: i =q 
q^ft^q^q qtq^r-s^qrqT-ssqq^^or qqiirqqgqjq^q^ I qqq 
^qq s^Ssq^-OTqiSRTqqT^sfq ^ qqft I qq ft *‘qqT 
qqq: I i^qr^rlq qrf?qqqftifssq f ft-g^qrqqra i ^ %fFqt 
ftiq^s':^Rqq|^: qqrqfsftq, q^^qiqRqiqqqq^lJTqt I 

^r^T-ss^T^-ftqiq^ sftq^qqT I q, tqtqft 

ftqrqi^q^^qriq qqftq^^qig; i qqkftrqi^^^ft q qqft i 

q ft‘|q: qr #s^qq 3iRqqq?q^ ^qqw^, q^^T^ q 

qtqqrq: I qqq^ qqqqjqftqqr^^ #r ift qqqft[-5 qT^q^^q- 
^qqiqq^qjfqqqiq^q^qT^ qft^qqrqqjTsqrqT^qqgqqmTqqq qq 
sftq iK^h I fft II H ) II 

D. G. — The fact that the agamas of the various expounders 
of religion, are opposed to one another, justifies one to doubt 
the existence of the soul, rather than to admit it. For instance, 
some of the agamas propound the non-existence of the soul. 

!Co cite an example, the Nastikas — the atheists—hedonists 
say :— 
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“ Etavan eva loko’yam ydvan indriyagocarah I 
Bhadre ! vrkapadam pasya yad vadanti hahusrutdh li- ” 

This means : — This world is only as much as is within 
the range of the senses. My good lady ! see the foot-prints 
of the wolf. Highly learned individuals also say so. 

Bhatta, too, says : — 

“ Vijndnaghana evaitehhyo hhutebhyah samutthdyct tdnye- 
vdnuvinasyatt, na ca pretyasanjnd' sti^ ” 

This means : — This material body which is nothing else 
but consciousness, after having been generated from the five 
elements, is dissolved into them, and there is no clear conception 
for future life. 

Sugata says : — 

“ No, o'upam bhihsavah ! pudgalak ” 

This means : — 0 saints ! rupa ( form ) is not a soul. 

In the dgamas, we come across passages which admit the 
existence of the soul. For instance, in the Veda, we hear ; — • 

“ Na hi vai sa sar^rasya priydpriyayor'. apahatirastd, a 
saHrg,m vd vasantam priyapriye na sprimtah. ” 

• 

This means : — There is no destruction of priya (attachment) 
and apriya ( aversion ) in connection with the embodied soul. 
Attachment and aversion do not affect a disembodied soul. 

Also ‘‘ Agnihotram juhuydt svargahdmah ” 

This means : — An individual desirous of acquiring heaven , 
should perform agnihotra ( a sacrifice to the god Agni ). 

The dgama of the Kdpilas says : — 

“ Asti puruso akartd nirguno bhoktd cidrupah. ” 

This means : — There exists a purusa ( a personal animate 
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entity ) which is not the doer of actions, which is devoid of 
qualities, which is the enjoyer ( of pleasure and pain ), and 
which is the embodiment of consciousness. 

•Thus, since the various agamas are mutually antagonistic, 
the existence of the soul cannot be established even by 
'upamana pramana ( the proof of analogy ). Yaiha g<xu statha 
gavayah, means that a cow resembles a bos gavaeus, a species 
of ox. 

Here the resemblance helps one to realize a distant object. 
But, in the entire universe, there is no object whatsoever 
that resembles the soul. Such beingf the case, there is no 

o y 

possibility of establishing the existence of the soul, on 
- comparing it with an object resembling it. 

It is no use advancing an argument that JcMa ( time ), 
akasa (space), dis (direction) etc., resemble the soul; for, there 
is no uniformity regarding the exposition of their nature so far 
as the different systems of philophy are concerned. And 
hence the same trouble. 

Even arthdpatti ( presumption or implication ) does not 
help us. There does not exist any such object seen or heard 
whose justification depending upon the soul, cannot be established. 

Thus, when the existence of the soul cannot be proved 
by any one of these five pramanas, each of which establishes 
the existence of an object, it automatically follows that it comes 
within the range 'of abhdva ( non-existence ), the sixth pramdm 
whose function is to prove non-existence. 

Thus the soul does not exist. This finishes the ^rvapaksa 
( the view of the opponent ). 

Now follows the refutation of the argument ; — 
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^?T ^ ii^ii 

Qoyama ! paccakkhu cciya jivo jam sarrisayaivinnanam | 
Paccakkham ca nasajjham jaha suha-dukkha sadehammi || 6 ( 1954) 

[ I ^ Rq; i 

^ qqr II ^ II 

Gautama ! pratyaksa eva jivo yat samsayadivijfianam 1 
Pratyakeamca na sadhyamyatha sukha-duhkhe svadehe II 6 (1554)] 

Refutation— 

Trans.— 6 0 Gautama ! the soul is indeed pratyaksa to 
you also; for, ( your ) knowledge about it which consists of 
doubts etc., is itself the soul. What is pratyaksa should not 
be proved, e. g., weal and woe in one’s body. { 1554 ) 

I i^cTTs^T iftf qqrwT- 

^WT%%irR ^ ^ 

f^fRRq I m q JRRTR^ 

RRq;, 1 5IR5?%- 

^?TR-qqt jri% RR^ ^T% 

“ RR^IJ, JlR^Tr^, R5[5IRqq^ ” 

m RRqqif^ rrI 

qR^qqRRRTf^R II ^ II 

D. G. — O Gautama ! the soul is directly cognizable even 
to you; so what is the use of resorting to other pramanas f 
If you ask a question as to how the soul is pratyaksa 
( directly cognizable ) to you, the answer is this : — 

This knowledge of yours, of which the existence is 
proved by your own experience of it, and which you entertain 
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in your heart, is the soul itself; for, this knowledge is identical 
with the soul. 

What could be decided by pratyaksa should not be 
established by any other pramana. No proof is required to 
prove the existence of happiness, misery etc., which one 
experiences in the body. It is futile to advance an argument 
that though the existence of the universe consisting of villages 
and cities, is self-evident, yet it is to be proved so far as a 
nihilist is concerned. For the argument such as “ Niralambana 
sarve pratyayah, pratyayatvat svapnapratyayavat ” that is to 
say all convictions are devoid of any substratum, since they 
are convictions, like the conviction of a dream-an argument 
which can be advanced by a nihilist and which is a hadhaka 
prcmidna ( prejudicing evidence ), has already been refuted. 
And, here there is no hadhaka pramana in the case of 
pratyaksa which reveals the soul. 

The existence of the soul is established by pratyaksa 
pramana for the following reason : — 

wm ^ II vs li 

Kayavam karemi kaham va’hamaham paccaya imaii ya | 

AppS sa ppaccakkho tikalakajjovaesao. ii 7 ( 1555 ) 

3ITr?TT II 'S II ( ) 

Kritavan karomi karisyami vahamahampratyayadasmacoa | 

Atma sa pratyaksastraikalikakaryopadesat n 7 ( 1555 )] 

Trans.— 1 ‘ Or, this soul is pratyksa owing to this aham- 
pratyaya ( realization as “ I" ) in ‘ I did, I do, and I shall do ’ 
—the pratyaya which is associated with functions pertaining to 
( all ) the three tenses. ( 1555 ) 
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‘fR^Rfq;,3rr^Sf^, 

srw^ir ^sqlqjifls?: 

%^qF5IR^:, ^^[S^RIRT f% 

sTT^r^ 1 3r^ irf»5rr^% ^rrimf^r^t, 3rlr%^t^r^ l 
^5iTf; ^T^^rf^fr^Tr 

=^T3tTr2[Tf^m ii vs ( iW^\ ) n 

D. 0. — In the expressions such as “ krtavan aham ( I 
did ), harwnycihoim ( I do ) and karisyamyctho/in ( 1 shall do ) 
uktavan aham ( I spoke ), hravimyaham ( I speak ) and vaksya- 
myaham ( I shall speak ), jnaiavan aham ( I know ), jane'ham 
(I know ) &n6. jmsyamyaham (I shall know), etc -the expres- 
sions which are associated with acts governed by all the three 
tenses, viz., past, present and future, there is aham-pratyaya 
( the realization as “ 1 ” ). This aham-pratyaya, too, establishes 
that the soul is pratyaksa. It should be borne in mind that 
this aham-pratyaya is not based on anumana-, for, it has no 
lihga. Moreover, it not even proved by agama etc., for, even 
children, cowherds and others have the conviction of this 
aham-pratyya based on self-experience, though they are not 
conversant with pramanas such as Tigama etc, and that they 
have no such conviction regarding a ghata, a piece of cloth etc. 

Besides 

Kaha padivannamaham ti yakim atthi natthi tti satiisao kaha nu? | 
Sai samsayammi vayam kassahampaccao jutto ? 8 ( 1556) 

[ m ^ i 

=^R 2 II < II ( ) 
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Katham pratipannamaham iti ca kimasmi 

nasmiti samsayah katham nu ? | 

Sati samsaye cayam kasyaham pratyayo. yuktah ? || 8. (1556) 

Trans.— % When there is no soul, how do you admit 
ahdm ( the realization as ‘ I ’ ) ) ? How can there be a doubt 
as • to whether it { the soul ) is or not ? Or, if there is a 
doubt, in whose case is this aham-pratyaya justifiable ? ( 1 556 ) 

%g[l ?f, I ^tIt 

‘ tofiTRiT ^ ir% 

33??^, ^^3r5!iT^5riartrii; ? ii li 

D. C . — Hallo ! when the soul is non-existent, how is it 
that you admit ‘ aham ’ ? For, it is a settled fact that in the 
absence of a visaya ( an object ), there is no scope for a visayin 
( one having an object ). If your reply is that this aham-pratyaya 
has the body alone, for, visaya is confined simply to the body, 
this aham-pratyaya should be possible even in the case of the 
body which has been given up by the soul. 

Moreover, if this aham-pratyaya associated with the soul 
arises, how can you have a doubt as to him aham asmi ( ami ) 
or nasmi ( am I not ) ? For, on the contrary, in such a case, you 
ought to be in., a position to decide that ‘ I am ’ owing to 
the sadbhdva ( presence ) of the soul realized by the aham- 
pratyaya. When there is this doubt about the existence of the 
soul, is there no scope for such a pratyaya owing to its 
being baseless 1 

If the non-existence of the soul is admitted, there is no 
possibility of a doubt regarding its existence. 
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^ t% fmsTi ? i 

^ JItW ! ft^ai ? Il^ll ( ) 

Jai natthi samsai cciya kim atthi natthi tti saiiisao kassa ? I 
Saihsaie va saruve Qoyama ! kim asamsayam hojja ? || 9 ( 1 5$7 ) 

srr I ^ I ii ii ( ? w ) 

Yadi nasti samsayi eva kimasmi nSsmiti samsayah kasya? | 
Sam^ayite va svartipe Gautama ! kim asamsayam bhavet ?||9 (1557)] 

Trans.— 9 If the object about which one has doubt, is 
certainly non-existent, who has a doubt as to “ kim asmi riasmi ” 
( whether I do exist or I do not exist ) ? Or, Qautama ! when 
you ( yourself ) are doubtful ( .about yourself ), what can be free 
from doubt ? ( 1557 ) 

gor: i ^s;r gnftm qf, 

qSRRvqisfqqqf qrn: I ttqiR 

I %q q^ 2 1 qqfq 

— ^ qRiqf^^ |t^q q; ^q^^sfq srrrq^q^sil 

q^q qR^fttqq: q^q q;qq?q-^^Tf^% toq- 

sTTtqiflmqfqqq^^ k %qq^3fqqq qrq: i qiTq^qqqriq ^ 
JRq^qRqR Rfqrq^q srqTqoTJ qrq?jf^^ 

qiq qmqrq:, qqr q^qqToiTRTTlqRisqrqq^iqr^ 

** IRlf^q^SqRR^^sfq I qqr ‘‘ ^m^ ** 

qm^qq?^^ ffq qfqqfqq^q Hl^^q^qfsrmqJ 
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i fR^trtqr^sTf ^f3[RT%^ =RTtRR 

r%?fig: 3r=R?5[: I ‘‘ srtRit Rt 

^5[tt “ Rmr ^ R?«RT ” ^RR=RR5qif^: | ^ ^ 

RrTO^lf^sf^Rg; TtstT^RRgRI I ^RRtR^Rft- 

fq^T=RT^l ^ RRVlIT^^TmR^R R^RT- 

RT^RTRRRTRmt ^n^f^ i^R l%fR?gr^ t) % ( ? W ) II 

■O. (7. — ^If, after all, there is no one like a soul to entertain 
a doubt, who can have a doubt as to whether I exist or I do 
not exist ? Doubt is a guna ( an attribute ) known as vijnana 
( knowledge ), and the guna has no separate existence from 
its gunin ( one having an attribute ). 

The body cannot become the gunin of doubt ; for it is 
murta ( corporeal ) and jada ( inanimate ), whereas, knowledge 
is amurta ( in-corporeal ) and bodlia-rupa ( an embodiment of 
consciousness ). 

The gulp, and its gmiin cannot have an unlike nature; 
otherwise, ahasa (space) will become a gunin of rupa (colour etc). 

Furthermore, Gautama ! how can he, who is not sure about 
his own existence,— who has no self-confidence — say anything 
definitely about the rest, such as karma-handha ( bondage and 
amalgamation of harmans and mokm ( liberation ), etc.', and 
also about a ghap ( a pitcher ), pata ( a piece of cloth ) and 
the like ? The answer is obvious that he cannot. For, the 
decision regarding all things depends upon the decision arrived 
at, in the case of the soul. 

Moreover, *bne who ignores the self-evident soul, which 
can be realized by aham-pratyaya, sails in the same boat as 
one who says that sound is always inaudible. He is, then, 
resorting to a paksdhhdsa ( a mock-assertion ) which is contrary 
to direct evidence. His stand is further opposed to valid 
inference, like one, who may say ‘ Nityah sahddh, ’ ( sound is 
eternal ) — the valid inference which will be dealt with hereafter. 
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Further, one who comes forward to say that “ I do not 
exist ” after previously admitting that I am one having, a 
doubt, is contradicting himself like a Sahhhya ( a follower of 
the Sahkhya system of philosophy ) who may say “ Anityah 
karta ” ( the doer is impermanent ), “ Aeetanah atma ” ( the 
soul is inanimate ) etc. 

Moreover, one, who denies the existence of the soul, which 
is well-known to children, cow-herds, and women, entertains a 
belief inconsistent with the popular one and can be compared . 
with the one who says “ Aeandrah saH ” ( the moon is devoid 
of the moon ). One, who says “ whether I am or I am not ” is 
contradicting oneself like one who says : “ Mata me vandhyd ” 

( my mother is sterile ). 

This view being thus opposed to pratyahm etc., the hetu • 
( the cause ) is a-siddha ( not established ) owing to its non- 
existence in the paJcsa ( subject of inference ). 

Besides, this hetu is also anmiantihx ( inconclusive ), 
since none of the five prcmanas has any scope so far as the 
measure of a pala of Mount Himavat and the existence of a 
pisdca ( an evil spirit ) are concerned. 

Moreover, since the existence of the soul can be proved 
by inference — a topic to be just discussed, the hetu is viruddha 
( contrary ) too, as it is associated with the vipaksa ( dissimilar 
instance ). 

The existence of the soul by direct cognizance, is proved 
in another way: — 

ft T in O H 

QunapaccakkhattanaS gum vi jivo ghado vva paccakkho i ' 
QhadaS vi gheppaiguni gunamettagghanao jamha || 10 (1558) 
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gtift giinTTOOT^ \\\o{\ 

Gunapratyaksatvato gunyapi jlvo ghate iva pratyaksah I 
Ghatako’pi gyihyate guni gunamatragrahanato yasmat iilO (1551)] 

Trns — 10 The soul which is gunln, is self-evident owing 
to its gunas being so { self-evident ), as is the case with a 
pitcher. For, on realizing the gunas only, the gutiin e. g., the 
pitcher, too, is realized. { 1558 ) 

gin: sit^r?jr: ^ fs:, 

RdsfR Hioft i:'ni^girjrcR?^tRT^f r?R5j:, ^irr- 
?rrf^g^R^R^tRr3[Rtn«ftff 1 3irf-3r%R5rf?^#s^^, R^mfT^T?jg'JiJ 

II (KWa^) II 

D. 0. — The gunin, viz., the soul is certainly jjmiyctifcsa, because 
its gunas such as amrti ( remembrance ) jijnasa ( desire for 
knowledge ), ciMrsa ( desire for action ), jigamisa ( desire for 
moveinents ) and doubt^ etc., which are kinds of knowledge 
are j^elf-evident, as they are experienced by oneself.’ One 
whose gunas are pratyaksa, is noticed to be pratyaksa ; for 
instance, a pitcher. 

The gunas of the soul are pratyaksa. Therefore the soul 
is pratyaksa. Just as, since rupa ( colour ) etc., the gunas of 
of a pitcher, are pratyaksa, the pitcher, too, is pratyaksa. 

Such is the case with the soul, as its gunas, viz. vijnana, 
( knowledge ) etc., are pratyaksa. 

Some one may say that this argument is anaikantika 
( vicious ); for, the sabda ( sound ) which is the guna of dkasa 
( space ) is pratyaksa yet dkasd is not pratyaksa. But this 
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is not correct; for, sabda is not the guna of dkdsa, but 
sahda ( sound ) is rather the guna of pvdgala ( matter ) as 
it is aindriyaha ( cognizable by the sense-organs ) as is the 
case with colour, etc. — 

When the gums are pratyahsa, how is it that the giinin 
is also of this type ? 

The answer is : — 

^ gw? sWt goft II ?? II 

Anno’nanno va guni hojja gunehim jai' nama so’nanno | 

Nanu gunamettaggahane gheppai" jivo guni sakkham ii 11 (1559) 

[ cfT 511ft 5^:, | 

513 5ft^ 3 ^ II U II (?W) 

Anyo’nanyo va' guni bhaved gunaih, yadi nama so’nanyah | 
Nanu gunamatragrahane gThyate jivo guni saksatli 11 (1559)] 

3Tffi ^ ^ ft I 

^ ft’^rds^? u ii (n^o) 

Aha anno to evam gunino na ghadadao vi paccakkha | . 
QunamettaggahanaS jivammi kau vicaro’yam ? 11 12 ( 1560 ) 

[ ST JTrWJ I 

SorSTTSTWI^^ ? II II ( ) 

Athanyastata evam gunino na ghatadayo’pi pratyaksah | 
Gunamatragrahanajjive kuto vicaro’ yam ? || 12 ( 1560 ) ] 

Trans.— \\-\Z The gunin may be either distinct from or 
identical with gums. If it is really identical ( with the gums ), 
the gunin, the soul, is surely directly realized, on the realization 
of ( its ) gums only. If, however, it ( gunin ) is distinct, then 
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the gmins such as a pitcher, etc., are not pratyaksa owing 
to the realization of merely gums. ( Such being the case ), 
whence is ( the scope for ) this thought of non-existence as 
regards the soul ? ( 1559-1560 ) 

ml I 

#rj srf^^or ^ i 
5 r^*T:-^t i?q-, 

^ gnft I 

nyi 311ft I 

^ ??TTf^i 5 ar?iT 5 r^^ !Tf«>ng; i n 

^STT ^ 

W 3 ^T!If 5 tsfq ^ 3^?I|«IT3 I 

arit ^TWT^sjjfJT^t^ €ts^ wim ^ ^ 

^ qit w I \ 

m 5 : 5 ^^f|gn kim ^ 3^11, ?tq^^!if<ir 5 T^or 3ii??r 

I I 3f&F% 3 irRm«r?- 

3^^ JR^r^:, ^«iTfq 111^1(^3- 

3 t¥?i: 3'ift ii(^ 

‘D. G. — The gunin may be either separate or non-separate 
from its gunas. If it is non -separate, i. e., identical, then, on 
realizing knowledge, etc., which are the gunas of the soul, the 
gunin, the soul, is directly realized. The underlying argument 
is as follows: — 

That which is not separate from another is realized on 
that another being realized, e. g., colour in a garment. To be 
explicit, a garment and its colour are not separate; so, when 
the colour is realized, the garment, too, is realized. 

The gunin is non-separate from the gunas. Consequently 
when the gunas are directly perceived, the gunin, too, is 
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certainly realized. If the gunin is really distinct from the 
gunas, then, such being the case, the gunins such as a pitcher 
and the like, are not pratyaksa when only their gunas like 
colour, which are separate from the gunin, are realized. That 
which is distinct from another, is not realized even when 
another, which is separate from it, is realized. As for example, 
a pitcher is distinct from a piece of cloth. So, when one is 
realized, the other is not realized. If it is desired that gunas 
are to be looked upon as separate from the gunin, then, even 
when the gunas are realized, the gunin remains unrealized. 
Hence, when the fault of non-realization is applicable even in 
the case of pitchers etc., why should the question of non- 
existence arise only in the case of the soul, to the effect that 
“ paccakkham jam na ghippaii ghado wa” etc. ? 

There is really no existence of the gunas apart from the 
substance of which they are the gums; so, when the gunas of 
a pitcher are realized, the pitcher, too, is certainly realized. 
And the case of the soul ,^is parallel. 

Furthermore, even though while assuming that the gunas 
are separate from the gunin, the gunin becomes or does not 
become pratyaksa ( when the gunas become pratyaksa ), yet 
the gunin, the soul which is distinct from its gunas such as 
knowledge, has its existence proved even by your own admission. 
Anticipating the opinion of the disputant, the author says: — 

gift ^ fig i 

^ fti’nifg'ui dt vofr fwt ii h 

Aha mannasi atthi guni na ya dehatthantarain tao kintu i 
Dehe nanaiguna so cdya tesim guni jutto ii 13 ( 1561 ) 

^ 31ft 3^: i\ II ( ) 

Atha manyase’sti guni na ca deharthantaram sakah kintu 1 
Dehe jhanadigunah sa eva tesam guni yuktah || 13 ( 1561 ) ] 



•: 24 ;• 


Jinabhadra Gani’s . 


[The first 


Trans.— \Z You may believe that there is the ganin, but 
that it is not distinct from a body. The gums like knowledge 
etc., are observed in a body; so that ( body ) alone is fit to be 

gutiin. ( 1561 ) 

31 ft, ^ 

soft: mi ^ 3 ify fru:, w 

mi I jr4t35-^^'irT m 

11 11 

D. G. — It may be that you admit that there is a gunin 
for the gunm like knowledge, etc., but you may refuse to believe 
that this gunin is something else than a body. That is to 
say, you look upon the body itself as the gunm in question, 
since the gunas such as knowledge etc., are found in the body 
only. For example, colour is seen in a pitcher and hence its 
gunin is a pitcher. The underlying argument is this 

Knowledge etc., are the gunas of a body, because they are 
observed there and there only like other attributes of the 
body, such as its whiteness, emaciation, fatness etc. 

The answer is : — 

^oitfgnn e A ^ ii ti {%'%%■<) 

Nanadao na dehassa muttimattaiS ghadasseval 

Tamha nanaiguna jassa sa dehai'o jivo n 14 ( 1562 ) 

^R3fRir1[3'^i ^ II II ( ) 

Jnanadayo na dehasya murtimattvadito ghatasyeva | 

Tasmajjaanadiguna yasya sa dehadhiko jivo || 14 ( 1562 ) ] 
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Trans.— \ A Knowledge etc., are notthe^KMS of a body, 
as it is nrntra { corporeal ) etc, like a ghata. Therefore that 

( object ) which has knowledge etc., as its gums, is the soul 

which is separate from the body. ( 1562 ) 

I ^ gor: l 

^ I sri^-fRK^ ^ 

?rf«ing; I 3r3?iT?ifTmcrr^T?^^ 

%T^, g|q^5qTSI?3- 

^?pTni II ) n 

D. C. — The gunas such as knowledge, cannot belong to the 
body; for, the body is murta and caJcsma ( visible ) as is the 
case with a ghata. Moreover, a guna cannot exist without a 
substance. Now knowledge etc., are a murta gunas. Therefore 
their gunin, too, must be amurta etc,, and hence it cannot be 
the body which is murta. Thus that very gunin is the soul. 

It may be argued that we see with our own eyes that 
knowledge etc., belong to the body. But this is a wrong 
argument as it is not consistent with the following inference :- 

The knower is distinct from senses; for, even when 
the senses cease ( to function ), the object realized .by means 
of them is remembered. One who remembers «n object realized 
by means of another, even when that another ceases, is 
distinct from it, e. g., Devadatta who remembers the object 
realized by means of the five windows. This we shall 
expound while answering the question of Vayubhuti. 

Desirous of arriving at a conclusion, the author says 


4 
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l^nairoT^qR^T H n W 

lya tuha desenayam paccakkho savvaha maham jivo I 
Avihayananattanao tuha vinnanam va padivajja || 15 ( 1563 ) 

i%Rr% 5rr%TiiR ii ii ( ) 

Iti tava desenayam pratyaksah sarvatha. mama jivah i 
Avihatajnanatvatas tava vijfianam iva pratipadyasva || 15 (1563) ] 

Trans.— \5 Thus this ( soul ) is partially pratyaksaio you 
and entirely to me, as is the case with your knowledge, owing 
to ( my ) knowledge being unobstructed ( infinite ). ( So ) accept 
{ the existence of the soul ). ( 1563 ). 

rrsnff- 

W‘s#F5[^iTR II ) II 

D. 0. — En this way, the soul in your body is partially 
cognizable even to you; for, since you are a chadmastha ( one 
under th^ evil influence of the nwlmntya karman ), every object 
is known to you only partially. Every object has an infinite 
number of parydyas ( modifications ), in case it is examined 
from the stand-point of its own parydyas and that of the 
parydyas belonging to the rest. A chadmastha, therefore, 
directly grasps only a portion of it. It is a convention that 
a ghata etc., partially revealed by light, etc., are said to be 
pratyakm. Only an omniscient being has a direct perception 
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of any and every object in toto* I am an omniscient being; 
for, my knowledge is neither limited by time nor by space. 
So I directly realize this soul in its entirety, just as I fully 
realize your knowledge, wz., your doubt about the existence 
of the soul. Consequently admit that the soul exists. 

Then, what about another’s body ? — 

FHJf f% I 

3T^ftT%-RWTfr3Tt II 11 ( > 

Evam ciya paradehe’numanao ginha jivam atthi tti l 
Anuvitti-nivittio vinnanamayam saruve vva ll 16 ( 1564 ) 

S5r II II ( ) 

Evam eva paradehe’numanato gyhana jivam astiti i 
Anuvritti-nivrittibhyam vijfianamayam svarupa iva || 16 ( 1564 ) ] 

Trans . — 16 Thus do verily accept by means of inference 
that the soul which is an embodiment of knowledge, exists in 
another’s body ( too ), owing to ( his ) indulgence in and cessation 
from activities, as is the case with one’s own soul. ( 1564 ) 

I 3r5?IR^q W T% 

|5TSRS^5 5r#I-RlI%^4^T^j 
^^ST'SRs^: 

3TgR3[fq STIRRI^ %HT-SRS5flf%-Rf?ft ^ 

mJ^k, fr^T^lTRTg; II 11 

D. C . — The soul exists in another’s body, too; for, he,' too, 
like yourself performs desirable activities and refrains from 
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the undesirable ones, and you who act accordingly have a soul. 
To. put it explicitly, one in whom are seen indulgence in 
desirable acts and non-indulgence in undesirable deeds, has a 
soul, as is the case with one’s ( your ) body. 

The body of another is seen as associated with desirable 
activities and dissociated from undesirable ones. Hence that 
body, too, has a soul. If the soul were non-existent, there was 
no scope for this association and dissociation, as can be seen 
in the case of a ghata. This is followed by inference that 
there is a soul in another’s body, too. 

Anticipating doubt in another’s mind, the author says : 

# ^ ^ feiWI niT»T5n% 3f3ii gu i 

w n# ^ dt n?'sii 

d)fS<W5ft siTft feiift nd 51 ft i 

Jam ca na lirigehim samam mannasi lirigi jao pura gahi6 | 
Sangam sasena va samam na lingao to’numeo soil 17 ( 1565 ) 

So’neganto jamha lingehim samam na ditthapuvvo vi | 

Gahajinga darisanao gaho’numeo sarlrammi ll 18 ( 1566 ) 

m II ?vs II ( ) 

3rff^#iT^ II II ( ) 

Yacea na lihgaih samam manyase lihgi yatah pura grhitah | 
Syfigam sasena va samam na lihgatas tato’numeyah sah II 17 (1565) 

So’nekanto yasmallihgaih samam na dystapurvo’pi | 
Grahalihgadar^anad graho’numeyah sarire || 18 ( 1566 ). ] 
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7>«/zs.— 17-18 Moreover, that you believe that since the 
lihgin ( viz., the soul ) has not been realized formerly ( up till 
now ) along with the lingas, as is the case with the hare and 
the horn, so it ( the soul ) cannot be inferred by means of a 
linga, is untenable; for, a graha?-, that is not formerly seen 
along with ( his ) lingas, is inferred in a body,^ on perceiving 
his linga or lingas. ( 1565-1566 ). 

I qr fisf T3[5- • 

^JTTiq i ^?3r%?r 

fT% II 

( )li 

D. C. — Just as none has ever seen a horn on the head 
of a hare, so none has ever seen the lihgin, viz., the soul as 
associated with one or more of its lingas. Such being the 
£ase, one cannot infer the existence of the soul. This belief 
of yours is not right. For, though a graha is not previously 
seen along with his lingas, even children are convinced about 
his existence in a body, when they see that body associated 
with perverse acts such as, laughing, singing, weeping, move- 
ments of hands, feet and eye-brows, etc., — the acts which are the 
lingas of the graha. ^ 

3iTOi<it ^ sroiA ^o^fqi f^srat sq ii ir(?H^'s) 

Dehassatthi vihaya painiyayagarao ghadasseva | 

Akkhanam ca karanao dandainam kulalo vva || 19 (1567) 

1 A kind of celestial being. An evil-spirit 
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^ IT II II ( ) 

Dehasyasti vidhata pratiniyatakarato ghatesyeva 1 
Aksanam ca karanato dandadinam kulala ivaii 19 ( 1567 )] 

' Trans.— \9 There is a creator of the body, owing to its 
shape being definite and ( its having a beginning ) as is the 
case with a ghata. ( There is an adhisthatr of the organs of 
sense owing to their being a karana ( a medium ) as is the 
case with the adhisthatr of a stick etc. ( 1567 ) 

tTig;, ^ 

^ 3ftT: I 5rraRTTT^!l^ ^T?f|Tr- 
l^TTTT, IR I 3 : 

aratS^f^lT^m^TTf^OT I sr^TDrim^TIOTT- 

3r%RT ” 

^ fg, iT«rTss^Tir^, 

T^f^TTqmRgTTT ^ sftT |fT II ( ^H^vs ) || 

D. C . — That there is a creator of the body, is the 
pratijna ( premise ) ; for, it ( body ) has a beginning and has a 
definite shape as well, as is the care with a ghata. Whatever 
has no creator whatsoever, has neither a beginning nor a 
definite shape. The transformation of clouds may be pointed 
out as a pertinent example. Mem etc., have a fixed form, and 
even then they have no creator. So, to avoid such a case 
wherein the helu ( cause ) becomes anaikantika, the adjective 
adimat ( having a beginning ), though not expressed, is to be 
taken as understood. 

The word adhistl>atr is also understood. Since the organs 
of sense are karana, there must be an adhisthatr for them. 
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A parallel example is furnished by a potter, who is an 
aAhisthatr of a wheel, a piece of cloth, clay, thread, a stick, etc., 
which are karanas. Whatever has no adhis^hatr, has no karana, 
e. g., dkasa. Hence it follows that the adhisthatr of the organs 
of sense is the soul. 

Moreover, 

li 5(0 II ( 

Atthindiya-visayanam ayanadeyabhavad’vassam i 

Kammara ivadaya loe sandasa-lohanam ll 20 ( 1568 ) 

Astindriya-visayanam adanadeyabhavato’va^yam I 

Earmara ivadata loke gandamsaka-lohanam || 20 ( 1568 ) ] 

Trans.— 20 Just as in this world a blacksmith is the adatr 
( grasper ) in the case of a pair of tongs and iron, so there is 
certainly an adatr ( viz., the soul ) in the case of organs of 
sense and their objects, since they are related as ddana 
{ means of grasping ) and adeya { graspables ). ( 1568 ) 

?r «r5r ^^im 

|r% II 5(0 ( > II 

D. C . — If there is a relation of the type of dddna and 
adeya, then there needs be an adatr. A blacksmith is found 
as the adatr ; for, we come across a pair of tongs and iron which 
respectively stand for ddana and adeya. There is a relation 
of the kind of dddna and adeya, in the case of the organs of 
sense and sense-objects. Therefore, there must be their 
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adatr. He is none else but the soul. It may be added that 
there is no scope for the relation of the sort of adana and 
ddeya^ in case the adatr is non-existent, e. g., dkasa. 

Also, 

*ilRrr wNrrotsit ^ i 

3tR«i ii ii (X'i\X) 

Bhotta dehainam bhojjattanao naro vva bhattassa I 

Sarighayai'ttanao aithi ya atthi gharasseva ll 21 ( 1569 ) 

[ I 

=qT«ff iRni ( ) 

Bhokta dehadinam bhogyatvato nara iva bhaktasya | 

Sanghataditvato’sti cjrthi gfhasyeva || 21 ( 1559 ) ] 

7mns.— 21 Just as a man is an enjoyer of bhakta (food), 
so there is an enjoyer of body etc., owing to their being 
objects of enjoyment. Just as there is an owner of a house, 
owing to its being a sahghata ( collection ) etc., so there is an 
owner of body etc., on account of Its being asanghMa. (1569) 

#=!Tt5rig;, 

M 11 ) ll 

D, (7.-— Just as we find that there is a person to enjoy 
food etc., so there is an enjoyer of body etc. The underlying- 
reasoning is as follows : — ■ 
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An object of enjoyment for which there is no enjoyer, 
does not exist, e. g. a horn of an ass. Body etc., exist as 
objects of enjoyment. So it follows that there is their enjoyer. 

Just as a carpenter and others are svamins of a house, 
etc., so there is a svdmin of body etc, since this body and 
the like are in the form of a collection, have a beginning, are 
mui'ta, are objects of sense and are visible etc., A number of 
similar hetus as may be helpful in making this syllogism 
perfectly logical, may be mentioned: — 

One that has no svdmin, is not in the form of a collection etc. 
For instance, a flower in the sky which has no svdmin is not in 
the form of a collection etc. A body etc., are, on the contrary, 
in the form of a collection etc. So they have a svdmin viz., the soul. 

Really, by saying that the body has a creator, one proves - 
that there is a creator etc., for the body. But that is not the soul. 

^ ^ t% ^ imr i 

^ ^ ii ii ( ) 

Jo kattai sa jivo sajjhaviruddho tti te mai hojja | 
Muttaipasangao tam na samsarino doso ii 22 ( 1570 ) 

[.qj ^ i 

n ii rr ii ( ) 

Yah kartradi sa jivah sadhyaviruddha iti tava matirbhavet | 
Murtadiprasaiigat tad na samsarino dosah II 22 ( 1570 )] 

Trans.— 22 You may be thinking that, that soul* which is 
a doer etc., is opposed to what is to be established, owing to 
its having a chance of being proved mUrta etc. But this is not 
a fault in the case of the mundane soul. ( 1570 ) 
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\ 3r«i fkwi ^ 

fif«fif|-?f5i^;Tf ^5r^f?^TTJ 
3TI%?^Tf^^^5fTRr5? fSTJ, 

ll^tTfirra I ?r, ^ 

w%?^<ic5rrr^5jr%^ mm ii ) ii 

X), C . — Up till now, it has no doubt been proved that it 
is the soul and the soul alone which is a doer, GAhisthatT, 
adatr^ an enjoyer and the svdmin of the body, organs of sense, 
etc. For God or the like cannot be admitted as a doer etc., of 
the body, since such a statement will be opposed to reason. 
But it must be admitted that the hctus put forward to prove 
that the soul is a doer etc., are 'viruddha ( contrary ) as they 
establish such a type of the soul which is just the contrary to 
what is desired. To be explicit, a potter who is a doer of a 
pitcher has a body, and he is in the form of a collection, and 
is of an impermanent nature. The same must be the case with 
the soul. But this type of soul is just opposed to what we 
are aiming at to establish. A.nd hence these hctus lead us 
to the conclusions we are opposed to. This is not so ; for,- 
we are at present establishing the existence of a mundane 
soul and not that of a liberated one; and that a mundane soul 
is somehow muTtu ; for, it is certainly embraced by a collection 
of eight Jcarmans, a kind of matter, and it has a body. 

The're is another anumdna for establishing the existence 
of the soul. * 

srRq T%^ % 1 f I 

^ f # » 11 (?Hvs?) 

Atthi cciya te jivo saiiisayo somma ! thanupuriso vva I 
Jam sandiddham Qoyama 1 te tatthannattha vatthi dhuvam il 23 (1 57 
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I ^n% II R\ II 

Astyeva tava jivah samsayatah saumya ! sthanu-purusSviva | 
Yat sandigdham Gautama ! tat tatranyatra vasti dhruvam l|23 (1671)] 

Trans.— 2% O lovely Qautama ! Indeed you have a soul 
since you have a doubt ( about your existence ) as is the case 
with a branch-less trunk of a tree and a man. Whatever is 
doubted, certainly exists either there or elsewhere. (1571) 

I I M 

|T% I ^ ^TO-5W- 

to^iiTriTT ^ qr t fq^ifeq: 

^i?Rt’3rR^ I m =qTt?T-^f)i#J 

3i^s^ I fq — ^ fk^m 

H 5?r^?rq?Tfq, fq^r^T^ 

«3[q *iqm^ # 2 1 srr^qTqrqiWHT^t ^ f| 

qq^ qqj-“ q|q qq% qfqqq'^q^q ^t%, 
q^3 qqisjqq qr qq^ f qq^^q, STjqqi qg^qfqq^sfq 
^qrq;! qqqqn:-^ ^ q^qi5[ wfqqqtqiq^^q sftq 

^ II ) II 

D. C . — A branch-less trunk of a tree is seen from a 
distance, as if it were a man. For, certain attributes such as 
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loftiness etc., which are common to this trunk and a man, are 
observed, while their distinguishing characteristics, viz., a move- 
ment, scratching, dwelling of birds, ascending of creepers etc., 
are not noticeable. Such being the ease, there arises a doubt as 
to -whether this is a trunk of a tree or a person ; for, both of 
these objects exist ( though not in the same place ). This 
proves that the doubt can arise only in the case of objects 
that do exist. You have a doubt as to whether this is a soul 
or a body, as you realize their common features, but fail to 
notice their distinguishing characteristics. Such a doubt proves 
that there is a soul; for, it cannot arise unless there existed 
two entities viz.^ a soul and a body. It may be here noted that 
in order that a doubt may arise, it is not absolutely necessary 
that the objects about which a doubt arises, must be in one 
and the same place. 

ftfTTOT ^ I 

ft II II 

Evam nama visanam kharassa pattam na tarn khare ceva | 
Annattha tad atthi cciya evam vivariyagahe viii 24 { 1572) 

[ sriH 5T ^ ^ I 

. 31?^^ ii II ■ 

Evam nama visanam kharasya praplam na tat khara eva i 
Anyatra tadastyeva evam viparitagrahe’ pi || 24 ( 1572 ) ] 

Trans.— 2A Such being the case, an ass will indeed have 
a horn but certainly he has not. It surely exists somewhere 
else. So is the case even when the perverse view is taken. (1572) 
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I < vi^ ^wl R r% ^ ^'twj 

ff mfif^ 

^TT^n^iR I mk vi?r^m5rT^«ir ^ aiTRTf^^fRT- 

fmmif IT% ii (?w)ii 

D. C . — If it is that the object which is doubted, must be- 
existing in the very place where the doubt arises, then even 
an ass will have a horn; for, somebody may doubt its existence 
so far as the ass is concerned. No, this is not true. What we 
want to imply is that the doubted object exists either in the 
very place where the doubt arises, or even somewhere else. 
That an ass has no horns, means that horns are not associated 
with the ass ; but they are found elsewhere, e. g., on the head 
of a cow. Similar is the case when one object is definitely 
mistaken for the other. For instance, a man may take a 
branch-less trunk to be a man. Such a perverse view proves 
the existence of the object mistaken. Hence Gautama ! you 
may think that we are in the wrong when we admit the 
existence of a soul in our body. This is our perverse notion 
according to you. If so, even then it establishes the existence 
of the soul. 

The soul exists, for the following reason, to : — 

3tR^ r3?t i • 

T% ^ IRHII 

Atthi ajivavivakkho padisehao ghado’ ghadasseva | 

Nathi ghado tti va jivatthittaparo natthi saddo’yam ii 25 (1573) 
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Astya jiva vipaksah pratisedhat ghato’ ghatasyeva i 

Nasti ghata itiva jiastitvaparo nasti sabdo’yam || 25 ( 1573 ) ] 

Trans.— 25 Just as there is a ghata as opposed to a- 
ghata, so there is an object, viz., the soul, a vipaksa ( the op- 
posite ) of an inanimate object ! owing to denial. This sentence, 
viz., ‘ it does not exist ’ establishes the existence of the soul, as 
does the sentence, viz., ‘ there is no ghata ’ ( establish its exist- 
ence ). ( 1573 ) 

^ 5rT%7^ 5rT%’T^T^ 

fg:, , 3151 irsRir^Tr 

qF%qq:, 3r^5q?q qr%q%ai I H 

qf^q?yqi^ 51 q^^q qmqqt, q^is^qr* 

or^, m I sr^fqqTiimwq ?imT- 

f^qsc^q qraqq |i%, 3[^s^ fqqiuT ^TfqqMfqRii^s^^- 
q?qfq ^Nqiir^^ort fqq# qTT% 1 sTfl-rq^Rq^s^^fq- 
i%tqq^H ^nq^q- 

qqf^qd ^sfq qs^iqf sftqq^ fqq^^jits^R 1 

« qflq q€t q l^qr^ q^qi^ 1 q^qr^T 11 % q qtsq- 

qRq fqqq^qfqt q 5ftqrr%rqqRqftq^ qqr ^zt " 

# qFqlfs?qq q^rflqtqifqqrqT^ I q^qt— q^q f^q: toqToit 
|qq^qg;q5^qR^, qqr qsTf^qjq;? rqfq«q^ q qqqr qrf^ 
qqqj^qj, q^qi^^^qr^l, qq qqqi qif^ q^q fqq^ 
q fqqq qq, qqr ^^fqqm^qqrqt q3q^qTfqRqj^qTqT^[ , fqfq«q^ 
q tqqi 5ftq:, q^qif fqqq qqiq q^q'^qqiqqj ffq II qMI II 

D. O. — The underlying argument is this that since ajiva 
is a -word of which an etymology exists and is furthermore a 
suddha pada ( a pure syllable ), it has a pratipaksa ( a rival ), 
vk., j\va. A pratipaksa exists in the case of the negation of 
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one which has an etymology or a dissolution, over and above its 
being a suddha pada. As for example, a pratipahsa, viz., ghata 
exists in the case of agliata which is a negation of ghata; for, 
there is an etymology of ghata, and that it is a \suddha pada 
too. One which has no pratipahsa, has no negation possible 
as existing, so far as a suddha pada having an etymology is 
concerned. For instance, ahharavisdna is wanting in a prati- 
paksa, viz., kharavisana since kharavisdna is not a svddha pada 
but is a sdmdsika one — is a compound, though, no doubt, there 
is a dissolution of this compound, and as such it has a vyutpatti.- 

We may now examine the case of adittha. Ditiha is its 
pratipahsa; but, since this dittha is wanting in a vyutpatti, it 
is out of consideration here. For, two conditions must be 
satisfied : — 

( i ) It should be a suddha pada. 

( ii ) At the same time, it must have a vyutpatti. 

In the case of kharavisana the first condition is not satisfied, 
whereas in the case of dittha, the second is violated. So 
there exists neither kharavisdna, a pratipaksa of ahharavisdna 
nor practically dittha, a pratipaksa of aditthha. 

Now the second hemistitch. Just as when one says that 
‘ here there is no ghata ’ establishes the existence of a ghata 
elsewhere, so the statement that there is no soul, proves its 
existence at least somewhere. The reasoning in this case is 
as under ; — 

One of which a negation is being predicated surely exists 
somewhere, e. g., a ghata. You are predicating the negation 
of a soul etc. So it does exist somewhere. For, what is 
absolutely non existent has no negative predication, Khara-visdna 
may be cited as an instance. It is non-existent; so, there is 
no possibilty for aflSrming the existence of its negation. The 
very fact that you predicate negation in the case of the soul, 
establishes its existence. 
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This hetu is anaikantika. 

ft ii ii ( nvsv ) 

Asao natthi niseho sanjogaipadisehao siddham i 
Sanjogaicaukkam pi siddham atthantare niyajam ll 26 ( 1574) 

[ 5in% i 

II II ( ^H'sa ) 

Asato nasti nisedhah samyogadipratisedhatah siddham | 
Samyogadicatuskam api siddham arthantare niyatam 11 26 (1514)] 

Trans.— 26. It is proved that there is no negation in the 
case of a non-existent object owing to the pratisedha of samyoga 
(connection) etc., Even the quarter union consisting of samyoga, 
etc., is certainly proved ( to be existing ) elsewhere. ( 1574 ) 

T?rfq«^l, 5 T 3 mh i 

jt 3, ^qf ^fllqiMtqqqifip^T^ 1 gsri, m- 

fqqR^’^ IRT^s 1 

^ 3 1 g«fT 

g[f^ ^IRRT irfii: ^^qitRJTRRSr^fqtlqt i^^TT 

Rfq«q^, ^ I |r% l »?q =q ^rfg q^RRiTT^’ 

fq?T?nq^tqTR% m 

mi ^3%^^ 1^113 q 3 qwssR^t 

I 
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g«fT '^rgor! ^^r^TNif^sira^- 
mJ qSsrTTMc^i^RTq;, 

WT^1r^dRr^^'7Tf^ m^iRHTg; I ^«ir, ^m^- 
^TR%st^?TTT%«T^, ^T 1 if^^’srwTHT^:, =^t:- 
^Tf ^if^teqr I ^5£rTf|~- 

jrfd^sr^^rf^ f^scf ?r* . 

m H ^ ?Rri5!rf^Tf-‘‘ I 

^^T%— Rrlr«^?^, 
g ^ f^?iR ^sirfi-^l^i ^1 #^»Tt ' 

^ R?r^, 3{si^?^^ur 5 ^sr-if-arsiTf^^Ti m w 

RTN ?IT(%, I ^RrI T%?r^ 

^?I5rT^5TTT%> ^TI^F^’ETN 

«irRHR i^ii =iTf^^, 3r«r?R^ I ^Rii^r?R^Rf i m^%?r^^rsR 
5Tn%, ’TsfErf^iflRSrTJrf^ irR?% 

3iqf;d^ I %x^^^\ Rf f?:~ 

^ Rf^R^ JT JiR5ii4Trl ‘‘^i: m 

^ ^%sm% fR 5qni=^i?;: ^qi^ n 

R^^qm:, rrIr 

R^RI^, Tf ^ 1%^.% 

qfi qftq^R?TT3'T'T%^f ^^rmi f% m ? i ^ 

^ 3r^^RT?!f^TR^5T'T^^, I ^ 

q qTK5qq[-?ir^^^^ ‘‘ ^RTR 

sqq^sjTS^'Tq'qJ fRT^^f^qiR^TRRlf^R 11 H tl’ 
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D. C . — When a negation is predicated in the case of any 
object, this negation is to be understood regarding samyoga 
( conjunction ), samavaya ( inherence ), samanya ( generality ) 
or vi'sesa ( speciality ), but, not in one and all the aspects. 
For instance ' Devadatta is not at home ’ means that the 
samyoga between a house and Devadatta, each of which exists, 
is not admitted. This does not mean that the existence of 
either of them is denied in toto. Similarly ‘ an ass has 
no horns ’ means the negation of samavaya between an 
existing ass and horns. Similarly ‘ there is no other moon ’ 
implies that there is a negation of commonness. That is 
to say, we have only one moon, and that there is ho 
parallel to it. 

That ‘ there are no pearls equal to a ghata in bulk ’ con- 
veys the idea that the distinguishing feature, viz., a measure 
equal to that of a giiata is denied, and not the non-existence 
of pearls. 

Such being the ease, Gautama ! you may refuse to admit 
only the samyoga of the existing soul with something in some 
way, by saying something like this, that the soul does not exist 
in the body, but you cannot refuse to admit its existence from 
all other stand— points. Some one may come forward to argue 
as under: — 

If there exists that of which negation is predicated, then, 
in my case there must be the sovereignty of the three worlds 
as it is not admitted by you in my ease. Furthermore, you 
refuse to believe a fifth 'pratisedha, over and above the four 
well-known 2>'>'(itHedhas, viz., samyoga etc. So there must be a 
fifth pratisedha. These arguments can be refuted as below : — 

We do not admit in your case the sovereignty of the three 
worlds, *. e., only a particular aspect of sovereignty but not your 
sovereignty which exists owing to your being a master of 
several pupils of yours. Thus you will see that only a particular 
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type of sovereignty is not admitted but not all types of it. 
Similarly, when we refuse to admit the fifth ^ratisedha,, it is the 
number ‘ five ’ associated with it that is denied, and not a 
pratisedha in all its aspects. 

Regarding this refutation, it may be argued that this is all 
moonshine. For, you refuse to admit in me the sovereignty 
of the three worlds -a thing that does exist in my case. The 
number ‘ five ’ not admitted in the case of pratisedha is also 
non-existent. Moreover, sarhyoga in the ease of a house and. 
Devadatta, which is not admitted, is also non-existent. Same 
is the case with samavdya, sdmdnya and vis'esa. Such being 
the case, how can you say that what is negatived does 
exist ? The answer to this sort of argument may be given 
as follows : — 

That the samyoga between the house and Devadatta is not 
admitted, does not mean refusal to admit the samyoga of 
Devadatta with a field, a market, a village or the like. More- 
over, the house has no samyoga with Devadatta only; but it 
has a samyoga no doubt with a bed-stead or the like. 

Similarly the samavdya in the case of an ass and horns 
is not admited; but the samavdya in the case of a cow and 
its horns and the like, is certainly admitted. 

Likewise sdmdnya is not admitted in the case of* the 
moon but it is surely admitted in the case oi ghatas, cows, etc. 
that are more than one in number. 

Similarly the measure equal to a ghata is refused So far 
as the pearls are concerned but it no doubt exists as regards 
a melton etc. The sovereignty of the three worlds is not 
admitted, Gautama ! in your case ; but it does exist as far as 
Tirthamkaras are concerned. 

Similarly the number five is not admitted regarding the 
pratisedhas ; but it is surely admitted when the question of 
anuttaras is being discussed. 
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From this, you will see that, what we wish to suggest 
is this 

That which is denied, exists ordinarily. By no means we 
want to convey : ‘ that about which negation is predicated, exists 
there and nowhere else Thus, there is no vyahhicara 
( inconsistency ) in what we say. 

Gautama ! If you wish to retort that you ( Gautama ) do 
not admit the existence of the soul in the body only and admit 
it elsewhere, that is good; for, it establishes what is desired 
by us. We have been all this while trying simply to establish 
the existence of the soul. And, if it is thus established, then 
the as 7 ^aya ( substratum ) of the soul will be proved as it is 
not possible to justify its existence in any other way. 

It is not justifiable to admit any other asraya of the soul 
except the body; for, the lihgas of the soul are seen there. It 
may be borne in mind that it will not do to say that the body 
itself is the soul; for, in that ease we cannot have avyavastha 
( fixity ) of the types, viz., he lives, he is dead, he has fainted 
and the like. Of course, this vyavastMt will be expounded 
hereafter. 

For the proof of the existence of the soul, another ety- 
molQgy can be given : — 

^ II li ( nvSH) 

iRcii 

Jivo tti satthayaminam suddhattanao ghadabhihanatn va | 
Jenatthena sadattham so j!vo aha mal hoj ja It 27 ( 1 575 ) 

Attho deho cciya se tarn no pajjayavayanabheao | 

Nanaiguno ya ja5 bhanio jivo na deho tti |l 28 ( 1576 ) 
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^ II Rvs II ( ^ w ) 

srsrf ^ i 

fTW^gir^ sft^t ^ f% II R<c II ( ) 

Jiva iti sarthakam idam saddhatvato ghatabhidhanam iva | 
Yenarthena sadartham sa jivo’tha matir bhavet || 27 ( 1575 ) 

Artho deha eva tasya tad no paryayavacanabhedat i 
Jfianadigunas ca yato bhanito jivo na deha iti II 28 ( 1576 )] 

Trans.— 21-2^ This word “ jiva ” is significant owing to 
its being suddha, as is the word ghata. That artha ( mean- 
ing ) by means of which it is pregnant with a meaning is 
jiva. If you, however, think that that artha is only the body, • 
that is not so, on account of a difference in synonymous words; 
for, jiva is said to have gunas such as knowledge, etc., and 
not that the body ( is so said ). { 1575-1576 ) 

5Errs|^f^rr% jfraf i 

sfcTN^T'^^f^^'JT 3[S5?iq; I %il 

m q?q%— '^qr^q ^flqqq^qisqj, q 
'q— j^qisqq^qi^qqRi q|q ^q:, q f|q% 

?fq, ^ q:qT^qTql i^i |fq l q^qi; q l f q: ? Irti— ^- 
^q^{ qqiqqqq^qiq;, qq t qq?qqqq%?^qqT?qtq 
q^T-ss^T^j I qq q^-f qj^q qqlq?:, q^- 
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miift ^5*. \v* 

^=s^fi[5[^f=^^arT-s^5E«IT^TKg: 5ftftq=^R: I 

^2?, fra l 

f^st <‘ ;n«irT|wTra ” fRT%ori^ |f:, ^ 

^ I raf^l^ ‘ ?r f rar^cTt ^ 1 :, ^- 

m, m^f ^|q^r- 

^raT^5T5^7^f^% ^ 11 ^vs-5^<j n ^ w-? w n 

D. G.— 'Here the 'pratijna is : The wordytw is significant. 
For, over and above this, it has a vyuPpatti and it is a suddha, 
pada. Whatever is a mddha pada and has a vyutpalti is here 
seen to be one having an artha ( meaning ). Ghata, etc., may 
be mentioned as instances; so is the word Therefore it 

too, is significant. What is not significant is wanting in vyut- 
patti, and besides, it is not a mddha pada. Dittha, hhara- 
visana, etc., are words of this type; for, the former has no 
vyutpatii, whereas the latter is not a mddha pada. Such is 
hot the case with the word jtva. Therefore it is significant. 
The condition that it should have a vyutpatti is state4 here 
to atoid dittha, etc., which are mddha padas, but which are not 
significant j for, they fail to satisfy both the conditions. Same 
is the case with khara-visdna ; for, though it has a vyutpatti 

it is not a mddha pada. And therefore it is not significant. 

^ ^ 

If you believe that simply the body is the artha of jiva, 
because we come across the following line, it is not correct, 
since there is a difference in the synonyms of the body and jiva : 

“ Delia evdyam anup>rayujyamcmo drstah yathaisa jtvah, 
enam na hinasti. ” 

The words of which the synonyms differ, are seen to be 
non-identical. For instance, ghata is not the same as dkdsa 
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as the synonyms of the former, viz., gJiata, kuta, kumbha and 
kalma differ from those of the latter, viz., riabhas, vyoman, 
antariksa, akastt and the like. In the pertinent case, the 
synonyms oi jtva are jantu, asimiat, iwanin, saliva, hhuta,etG., 
and these are by no means the same as sartra, vapus, kaya, 
kalevara, etc., the synonyms of deha. If this difference in 
synonyms is neglected, anything will be identical with anything 
else, and this is certainly undesirable. 

Now “ deha evdya/m anuprayujyamdno drstah Herein, 
there is an upaedra ( metaphorical application ) of jiva to the 
body, as it is with the help of the body that the soul walks etc. 

Moreover, we do hear; “ yatah sa jtvaJi, dahyatdm idam 
sariram”, i. e , the soul has departed and let this body be burnt. 

Furthermore, the soul has an attribute like knowledcre 
whereas the body is jada and has no knowledge. So, how can 
we equate the body with the soul 'i 

The reasons why the body is not the same as the soul, 
have been already mentioned while concluding the commentary 
on verse 1562. 

jTvo tlhi vao saccam mavvayanaoVasesavayanam va | 
Savvannuvayanao va anumayasavvanniivayanam va || 29 ( 1577 ) 

il il ( ) 

Jivo’sti vacah satyam madvacanadavasesavacanam iva 1 
Sarvajnavacanato va’numatasarvajnavacanam iva || 29 ( 1577 )] 

Trans.— 29 Like my other statement, ( e. g., one pertaining 
to your doubt ), the statement ( of mine ) that the soul' exists, 
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is true, as it is my statement. Or, it is correct owing to its 
being a statement of an omniscient being, as is the case with 
the statement of one whom you look upon as omniscient. (1577) 

?r%'T^5T^T^, ii ) ii 

D. O . — Just as my statement about your doubt is correct 
so this statement of mine that the soul exists is correct; for, 
it is my statement. The statement which is not correct, is 
not mine, e. g., the statement of a false witness. Or, the correct- 
ness of this statement can be also established as under: — 

The statement that the soul exists is correct, because it 
is the statement of an omniscient being, as is the case with 
a statement of one whom you look upon as sarvajua. 

m T%^ ^ ^ ii^o w 

Bhaya-raga-dosa-mohabhavao saccamanaTvaim ca | 

Savvam ciya me vayanam janaya majjhatthavayanam va ||30 (1578) 

II II ( ) 

Bhaya-raga-dvesa-mohabhavat satyam anatipati ca i 

Satyam eva me vacanamjmlyakamadhyasthavaoanam iva ||30 (IdZS)"^ 

Trans.— ZQ Everything that I say, is certainly true and 
free from any fault, on account of the ( complete ) absence of 
fear, attachment, aversion and infatuation ( in me ) as is the 
case with the words of an intelligent and impartial person. (1578) 
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^ %I% II (?HVSC) II 

D. G. — Whatever I say, should be taken to be true and 
flawless, as I am ( entirely ) free from fear, attachment, aversion 
and ignorance. In this world, it is a matter of common ex- 
perience that whatever is said by one devoid of fear, etc., is true. 
For instance, the words spoken to one who has lost his way, 
by one who knows it, who is fearless and who is devoid of 
attachment and aversion, are true. My statement belongs to 
the same category. So it is true and flawless. 

The doubt of Gautama svamin is being answered. 

W r% I 

^ ^ JT ^ ^ fMr ii^^ii 

Kaha savvannu tti mai jenaham savvasamsayacchel I 
Pucchasu va jam na janasi jena va te paccao hojja || 31 (1579) 

^rr ;T STT^Tlf^ t II II ( ) 

Katham sarvajna iti matir yenaham sarvasamsayacchedi | 
Priccha Va yad na janasi yena va te pratyayo bhavet || 31 (1579)] 

Trans.— %\ You may be thinking as to how I am om- 
niscient. This is so ; for, I can remove all doubts. Or you may 
ask ( me ) what you do not know so that you may be con- 
vinced { about my omniscience ). ( 1579 ) 

jrm ‘ Ki ^ ^ ^ 



»: 50 :• tTinabhadra Ganifs [The. first' 

5^^ # ^T^TRira, 511??^ I 

^%Wi5[i?rT^ m T%^ s:ss^^i 

r%ff^sM?cr^fT?TTm%5T^t # II (?w) II 

D. Q. — You may be thinking as to how I am omniscient 
and you may be believing that I am not entirely free from fear, 
attachment, aversion and infatuation. In that case I reply 
as under : — 

I can remove all doubts. Whoever can do so, is certainly 
omniscient. So I, too, am omniscient. If you were to argue that 
this hetu is anaikantika ( inconclusive ) owing to want of an 
illustration, and impossibility of establishing anvaya, it is not 
so; for, in this viparyaya the anutpatti ( inapplicability ) 
itself of state of removing doubts is a proof that goes 
against it. What is the use of searching for anvaya ? Or you 
may ask me anything that you do not know so that you 
may become convinced about my omniscience. 

That I am free from fear, etc., is proved in my case, owing 
to their characteristics being not seen in me. To suspect the 
existence of a lihgin even when there is a total absence of 
a lihga, is too much. 

•Concluding the author says : — 

Evam uvaogalirigam Qoyama 1 savvappamanasatiisiddham 1 
Samsari-yara-thavara-tasaibheyam mune jivam u 32 ( 1580 ) 

[ I I 

m u II ( ) 

Evaba upayogalihgam Gautama ! sarvapramanasamsiddham i 
Samsari-tara-sthavara-trasabhedam muna jivam || 32 ( 1580 ) ] 
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Trans.— Thus Qautama ! know the soul as one having 
upqyoga ( attention ) as the characteristic mark, as one proved 
by all the valid proofs and ( also ) as one having classifications 
like samsarln ( mundane ) and itara ( not mundane ) and the 
mundane having two sub-classifications, viz., sthavara ( immo- 
bile ) and trasa { mobile ). ( 1580 ) 

I fef g 

jn^rr-ssiTirsrJiAt 

I i;^*Tr-^r3[?[-’T%T-sqq?HTr?- 

II II II 

1?:^ «3r?r ^ i 

3f^=^;3:5fgi II U I 

^5sit f^fTT^T^ 5r?r: i 

iR II 

m f^Tt^5qtim?TqT i 
. IR ii 

%3[ ^ II » II 

sTTir^:^ l 

D. C. — In this way, Gautama ! admit that there is a soul 
.which has upayoga as its lihga^ of which the existence 
is proved by all the three jpramanas., viz., pratyaksa, 
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anumana and agama, and which can be variously classified. 
Some of these classifications are i-samsarin ( mundane ) and 
mukta ( liberated ), suksma ( subtle ) and hadara ( gross ), 
paryapta ( developed ) and aparyapta ( non-developed ), etc. 
Furthermore, the mundane beings are sub-divided as sthavara 
( immobile ) and trasa ( mobile ). 

Here a Vedantin may say that, many varieties of the soul 
are unwarranted; for, the soul is everywhere the same. This 
is corroborated by the following verses : — 

‘‘ Eka eva hi hhutatma bhttie hhute pratisthitak \ 

Ekadha hahudha caiva drsyate jalcandravat it 1 || 

Yathd vimddham dkasam timiropapluto janah i 
Sahkirnam iva matrahhir hhinndbhir abhimanyate || ^ ii 

Tathedam amalam hrahmtt nirvikalpamavidyayd i 
Kalusatvam ivdpannam hhedarupam prakahate ii S || 

Urdhvamulam adhahsdkham asvatthcm prdhur avyayom i 
Chanddmsi yasya parimni yas tarn veda sa vedavit || 4 ||” 

And 

Purusa evedam gni sarvam, yad hhutam, yacca hhavyam 
utdmrtatvasyesanah^ yadannendtirohati, yad ejati^ yad naijati, 
yad. dure, yadu antike, yad antarasya sarvasya, yat sarvasydsya 
bdhyatah. 

This view of the Vedantin is now being refuted : — 

5rf ^ ^ ^ i 

Jai puna so ego cciya havejja vomam va savvapindesu i 
Qoyama ! tad egalirigam pindesu taha na jivo’yam li 33 ( 1581 ) 

t fq’%1 cr«TT ^ II II ( 
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Yadi punah sa eka eva bhaved vyomeva sarvapindesu | 
Gautama ! tad ekalingam pindesu tatha na jivo’yam || 33 (1581) ] 

Trans— ZZ O Qautama ! if that soul were really one in 
all the pindas ( bodies ) as is the case with the sky, then that 
( sky ) is ( only ) of one form in different corporeal pindas but 
such is not the soul. ( 1581 ) 

^ 

gfl f% I 5iTiT«ri^Tf — I s^tir 

fqo|5 

II ) II 

D. Q . — Some one may ask a question : What harm is 
there, if, on the basis of the verses, etc., just quoted, the soul is, 
on the analogy of the sky, looked upon as one i.e. having no such 
•classifications, as mundane and non-mundane and the like, so 
far as- all the pindas^ viz., the bodies of a denizen of hell, 
tiryac, a human being and a celestial being, are concerned ? 

The answer is this : As regards the sky, it is alright to 
say that it is only one; for, the sky, even while permeating 
all the corporeal pindas, is seen to be uniform-free from any 
distinctions. Such is not, however, the case with the soul 
in question. It is not observed to be uniform; for, it differs 
from pinda to pindpt,. Moreover, the difference in characteristics 
presupposes, the difference in those having these characteristics. 
Hence, the soul is not one in number. 


Here is the illustration : — 
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?r 5r3Tt ii^aii 

Nanajiva kumbhadaii vva bhuvi lakkhanaibheyaS | 
Suha-dukkha-bandha-mokkhabhavo ya jao tadegatte Ii34(1582) 

[ ?iRT#n: l 

ll ii ( ) 

Nanajivah kumbhSdaya iva bhuvi laksauadibhedat | 
Sukha-dubkha-bandha-moksabhavasea yatas tadekatve ||34(1582)] 

Trans.— 54 In this world, there are different souls like 
( different ) water-pots, etc., on account of the difference in their 
characteristics, etc. For, if they were ( only ) one, there will be 
non-existence of sukha ( happiness ), duhkha ( misery ), bandha 
( bondage ) and moksa ( emancipation ). ( 1582 ) 

HTJTIfi’TT IR I 

ira II ) II 

D. C . — The living beings in this world, differ from one 
another; for, there is a difference in their characteristics etc. 
As a parallel example may be mentioned water-pots etc. 
Whatever is not different from another object, does not differ 
in characteristics from it. As for example, the sky is every- 
where the same ( since ghatakasa does not differ from mathakasa). 
Moreover, if there were only one soul, then, there will be 
nothing like happiness, misery, bondage and emancipation. But 
these do exist. Therefore all the souls are different, and their 
nunfber is not one but many. 

How do the characteristics differ in each body ? 
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:3^R^WTrRH3Tt m ^smj \\\^\\ 

Jenovaogalirigo jivo bhinno ya so paisariram i 
Uvaogo ukkarisa-vagarisao tena te’nanta || 35 { 1513 ) 

II II ( ) 

Yenopayogalingo jivo bhinnas ca sa prati^ariram l 
Upayoga utkarsa-pakarsatas tena te’nantah || 35 ( 1583 ) ] 

Trans.— 35 That upayoga ( attention ) by means of which 
the soul has attention as the characteristic mark, is different 
in every body. The upayoga has maximum and minimum 
scales. Therefore they ( souls ) are infinite in number. ( 1 583) 

D. C. — This soul has as its characteristic, upayoga ( atten- 
tion ) consisting of two kinds of knowledge, viz., differentiated 
and undifferentiated. This upayoga has infinite varieties ; 
for, it differs from body to body, some having the utkarsa 
( maximum ) upayoga, some having the apakarsa ( minimum ) 
upayoga and some having upayoga between these two extremes. 
Therefore the souls are of infinite kinds owing to the infinite 
varieties of upayoga. This has been already alluded to, in 
the first hemistich of verse 1582. 

Now, with regards to happiness, misery, etc., i. e., exposition 
of the second hemistich of verse 1582, the author says : 

t3C5T% Rf ^ #[^5!?n3[3fT I 

Jirfi ?T ^ RRifi ii ii 
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Egatte savvagayattao na mokkhadaS nabhasseva I 

K^tta bhotta manta na ya samsari jahagasam ii 36 ( 1584 ) 

Ekatve sarvagatatvato na moksadayo nabhasa iva | 

Karta bhokta manta na ca samsarl yathaka”^am i| 36 ( 1584 ) ] 

Trans.— 56 On oneness ( being accepted in the case of 

-souls ) there will not be liberation, etc,, owing to ( the soul ) 
being all-pervading, as is the case with the space. Moreover, 
like space, the soul will not be a kartr { a doer ) a bhoktr 
( an enjoyer ), a mantr ( thinker ) and a samsarin ( a mundane 
being). ( 1584) 

sfifsrRT 

I 5 ?r ^ mi 

I ^ If If W, If ijfrf^ 

D. O . — If there is only one soul, then there is no scope for 

happiness and misery, bondage and liberation and the like 
since one soul will be all-pervading. Space may be here cited 
as a pertinent case. 

One where in there are happiness, misery etc., is not 
all-pervading, e. g,, Devadatta. 

Furthermore, since the number of the souls is only one, and 
not more, the soul cannot be an agent, an enjoyer, a thinker 
and a mundane being. That which is one in number, is not a 
doer etc., — a fact which is corroborated by the example of space. 

Besides 

iff s I 

^ ^ ^ w ii ii 
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Egatte natthi suhi bahuvaghau ili desaniruu vva 1 
Bahuttara baddhattanao na ya mukko desamukko vva ii 37 ( 1 585) 

?r =5r i# II II ( ) . 

Ekatve nasti sukhi bahupaghata iti desaniruja iva I 
Bahutarabaddhtvato na ca mukto desamukta ira || 37 ( 1585 ) ] 

Trans.— When there is oneness ( of the souls ), none 
is ( completely ) happy on account of many diseases, as is the 
case with one who is partially free from disease. Furlheremore, 
none is ( entirely ) liberated owing to many bondages, as is 
the case with one who is partially free. ( 1585 ) 

il ) ii 

J?. C. — ^There are infinite living beings viz., denizens of 
bell, tiryacs and others, wbo are certainly unhappy on account 
of their suffering from various types of physical and mental 
diseases, and only an infinitesimal portion of them is happy. 
Similarly infinite beings are tied]down by the bondages of 
barmans, and only an infinitesimal part of them is liberated. 
If all these living beings are not looked upon as different 
entities, but are considered as only one, then none can be 
seen happy owing to a great many diseases, as is the case 
with Yajnadatta who has a disease in all parts of the body 
except in a finger. Similarly none is liberated, and hence none 
can enjoy the bliss accruing from liberation, since there is a 
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great deal of bondages. One who has fetters all along his 
body .'except a finger may be mentioned as an illustration. 

Thus, owing to oneness there is no possiblity for happi- 
ness, etc. So it follows that there are many souls and not 
only one. 

Refutation of the view-point of the Naiyayihcis, who admit 
(the existence of) many souls, but take them to be all-pervading: — 

Jivo tanumettattho jaha kumbho taggunovalambhao I 
Ahava’nuvalambhao bhinnammi ghade padasseva n 38 ( 1 586 ) 

II 11 ( ) 

Jivastanumatrastho yatha kumbhastadgunopalambhat | 
Athava’nupalambhad bhinne ghate patasyeva U 33 ( 1586 ) ] 

Transe.—dS The soul permeates the body only, since its 
attributes are found there, as is the case with a pitcher. Or 
because it is not found ( elsewhere ), as is the case with a piece, 
of cloth ( which does not permeate ), a pitcher is different from 
it. '( 1586 ) 

qsj, ffq i srqqi, 

qqmrq qq, qqi q^ qs^q, 
qiiqlq:, q'^q qqiqrq ii ) li 

D. C. — The measure of the soul is only as much as that 
of the body it occupies. That is to say, there is no soul out- 
side_ the body it occupies. For, its attributes are found only 
in that body. To give an illustration, the attributes of a pitcher 
exist only in a pitcher and not outside it. 
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As an alternative argument it may be said ; — That is non- 
existent there, where it cannot be realized by any of the 
'pramanas. As for example, a piece of cloth does not permeate 
a pitcher which is separate from it. 

The soul is not seen outside the body. Consequently it 
should be taken to be non-existent there. 

While concluding the author says 

^ ^ I 

duwi n ii n ( ) 

Tamha katta bhotta bandho mokkho suham ca dukkham ca i 
Samsaranam ca bahutat’sawagayatte sujuttaim || 39 { 1587 ) 

[ I 

^ II II ( ) 

Tasmat karta bhoktil bandho moksah sukham ca duhkham ca | 
Samsaranam ca bahutva’sarvagatatvayoh suyuktani II 39 (1587) ] 

Trans.— 39 Therefore a doer, an enjoyer, bondage, liber- 
ation, happiness, misery, mundane existence and metamorphosis 
are thoroughly justifiable when the souls are admitted as many 
and hon-all-pervading. { 1587 ) 

ii^^(^h<jv9)ii 

jD. C. — Therefore it is only when it is adroitted that souls 
are many and that none of them is all-pervading, action etc, 
which are the attributes of the soul, can have any place. If 
not, these attributes will be meaningless. So please admit the 
soul which is thus established by pramanas. 

Now the meaning of the sentences of the Veda which 
may be troubling you. 
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^ ^ ?T ^’jnT% i 

^ ftr^ a a ( ) 

ftwroiftxnTi^r \w\\ 

3?R«t qr ^ qg^aoorr ^ mirg^t t% i 

5r ^ ^qtT% a 2 ^ il (?H^«>) 

Qoyama ! Veyapayanam imana attham ca tam na yanasi | 

Jam vinnanaghano cciya bhuyehinto samutthaya ii 40 ( 1588 ) 

Mannasi majjarigesu va mayabhavo bhuyasamudaiibbhuo | 
Vinnanamettamaya bhue’nu vinassai sa bhUd 11 41 { 1589 ) 

Atthi na ya peccasanna jam puvvabhave’bhihanamamugo tti | 
Jam bhaniyam na bhavaO bhavantaram jai jivo tti ii 42 (1590) 

[ I q R q siRifg I 

RfRqq qq \\2o \\({^c<:) 

' %RqTqqTRl II 2l II ( 

311% q q qfi; ^ 1 

qi; qf&iq q 11 ii ( K\%o ) 

Gautama I Veda padanamesamartham ca tvam najanasil 
Yad vijnanaghana eva bhiitebhyah samutthaya || 40 ( 1588 ) 

Manyase madyahgesviva madabhavo bhutasamudayodbbutah i 
VijnanamatranQatma bhute’uu vinaiyati sa bhuyah II 41 (1589) 

Asti na ca pretyasanjna yat purvabhaye’bhidhanamamuka iti i 
Yad bhanitam na bhavad bhavantaram yati jiva iti || 42 (1590)] 
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Trans. — 40-4 1 -42 Gautama ! You do not know the { real ) 
meaning of these sentences of the Veda. For, you believe 
that none but the assemblage of ( the particles of ) knowledge, 
after having arisen from elements, in the way in which 
intoxication arises, from the sources of spirituous liquors, is a 
soul consisting of knowledge only-the soul which has sprung 
up from the collection of elements. It again perishes after the 
elements ( have perished ), and that there is no designation in 
the previous birth to the effect that it was named as such and_ 
such in the former birth ( existence ) and hence it is said that 
the soul does not go from one bhava, to another existence, 

( 1588-1589-1590 ) 

^ I f^RR ^ sTTf— t^r^RTf^r- 

RfR^^^5^T4t r%R^;T; 
f R^RT^q; I 

«irRi#^mRf4 ^ruTti 

^4^ RfR^si^r: t R’snir^^HR f% 

^Rt ^ R?IR;^q 

sriRR^j, 

qRTR3 ^ RfRq^ R^tTRi^q stirt 

^ RTRqrf^JITfqqTRVrq qiT% f 3rq 5T ^qKT4 qR^ 

^q)r qr 4iq 

sTFlfq ^rqqR qqRT%% wiq: i T%Rf qiqq qiRqf '^qi qt^ qq^ ? 
|RTi-‘‘ ^ qf&iqRRTR qiqTRq: fqq5Rri;,q qqr^ 
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) II 

D. 0 . — By these sentences of the Veda are meant those 
which Gautama had in his mind. 

. The assemblage of knowledge consists of the united 
particles of knowledge arising from elements such as earth etc., 
combined together. 

The restriction, viz., ‘none else but’, is here mentioned with 
a view to exclude a soul according to the Atmavadins (believers 
in universal soul ) is distinct from the collection of elements 
and which is an abode or substratum of attributes like jndna 
( knowledge ) etc. 

The sources of spirituous liquors are dhdtaH etc. 

Gautama believes that the soul has not come from any 
previous birth but it has been generated by the elements — it has 
been evolved out of them. So, when these elements perish, 
the soul, too, perishes; and it is not born once more as the 
Atmavadins believe. In short, it has neither any incarnation 
nor any transmigration. Such being the case, it is not possible 
to say that such and such a one who was previously a denizen 
of hell or a celestial being, is now born as a human being. For, 
on the termination of a stage as that of a denizen of hell or the 
like, everything was over — nothing was left, not even the soul. 

Thus, when the soul altogether arises from — gets evolved 
out of— a collection of elements and completely perishes as 
soon as these elements perish, there is none who proceeds 
from one birth to another. 

I understand the meaning of these sentences as follows 
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stPnf ^onf fnjt% 5ft% i 

m f 5 H >Rc«ilS# ?# "I^RST II 88 II 

Qoyama ! payatthamevam mannanto natthi mannase jivam | 
Vakkantaresu ya puno bhanio jivo jamalthi tti II 43 ( 1591 ) 

Aggihavanaikiriyaphalam ca to saifisayam kuiiasi jive | 

Ma kuru na payattho’yam imam payattham nisamehi ii 44 (1592) 

[ i 

^ it II ( ) 

3rmi?rJTTT?T%^T'?;^ ^ 4m i 

m vf q^mlsqfjTtr ii »» ii ( ) 

Gautama ! padartha evam manyamano nasti manyase jivam ) 
Vakyantaresu ca punar-bhanito jivo yadastiti || 43 ( 1591 ) 

Agni havanadi kriyaphalam ca tatah samsayam karosi jive | 

Ms, kuru na padartho’yamimam padartham nisamaya || ( 1592 ) ] 

Trans.— 45-44 Qautama ! While construing the sentences 
in this way, you believe that there is no soul. And, in other 
sentences it is said that there is a soul, and, moreover there 
is a fructification of an oblation to fire etc. Consequently, you 
entertain a doubt about ( the existence of ) the soul ; but do 
not do it. This is not the meaning of the sentences. But hear : 
this is the meaning of the sentences. ( 1591-1592 ) 

^4 
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sfT 2 I ^J 

f«rT:, %TJr?:T ^V^^^ ^ ^rq-H- 

’r^plmi r^tt’^tss^otIi^ n 

( ) II 

D. G . — O Gautama ! You interpret this sentence in the way 
just shown. And hence, you conclude that the soul does not 

exist. At the same time, you notice that the following sentences 
of the veda establishing the existence of the soul : — 

“ Na ha vai sasao-ira&ya p^'%ya’priyayor apahatir asti^ a- 
sartrasya va vasantam priya' pi'iye na sprsatah. ” 

Moreover from the sentences such as 

“ Aghihotrm juhuyat svargakamah ” 

it follows that there accrues a fruit of an offering, oblation 
to fire, etc., -a fruit to be enjoyed during the next birth, and this 
fruit can have no meaning unless it is admitted that the soul 
goes in, for another existence or birth. 

These various statements lead you to doubt the existence 
of the soul. But, there is no need of entertaining such a 
doubt as this doubt is due to your misinterpreting the sentence, 
viz., “ vijhanaghana eva ” etc. 

The real interpretation of this sentence is as follows: 
please hear it. 

ft'wi'jnaitjoiooit ftoonmw'ft i% n? i 
3R«i?nk3it»t woonmiloi ii ii ( ?h^8 ) 
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Vinnanao’nanno vinnanaghanno tti savvaovavi | 

Sa bhavai bhuehinto ghadavinnanai bhavena ii 45 ( 1593 ) 

Taim ciya bhuyaim so’nu vinassai vinassamanaim i 
Atthantarovadge kamaso vinneya bhave nam ii 46 ( 1594 ) 

II II ( ) 

i 

II II ( ) 

Vijnanadananyo vijnanaghana iti sarvatovyapi | 

Sa bhavati bhutebhyo ghatavijnanadibhavena || 45 ( 1593 ) 

Tanyeva bhutani so’nu vinasyati vinasyamanani i 
Arthantaropayoge krama^o vijneyabhavena || 46 ( 1594 )] 

Trans.— 45-46 The soul ( itself ) is the assemblage of 
vijnanas owing to its being non-separate from vijmna, or it 
is so, on account of its pervasive all around. It arises from 
elements in the form of the vijimna of a pitcher, etc. When those 
very elements perish as vijheya-bhavas ( objects coming within 
the range of vijhana ) on the attention being gradually directed 
to another object, it (the soul) subsequently perishes. (1593-1594) 

I «3(5rm% 

^5r i 

ft ir% T%^T I 

mfh t Irqiftfqf qjT%R- 

9 
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I 

^«iJTJT[-5?^Tr^^^t5rTf^jfT55£if?^ftq^ t%|- 

f T%R25R53^RrR, 

^ I 

^rSr5!iT^ s^^5?r?rTf^Jii5srl?#T^it 

f^R?irqi?55rt?[T?^3 li (K\^V 

( ? W ) II 

D. 0. — Here the soul is said to be vijnanaghana-SiXL 
assemblage of vijnana for either of the two reasons viz., 
( 1 ) the soul is non-separate from — is identical with vijnana 
which is upayoga either of the type of jnana or that of 
dar^ana, and ( 2 ) the soul has each and every j??’adeia 
( the minutest portion ) of it, formed from a collection of infinite 
modifications of vijnana. 

The word eva used in connection with vijnanaghana shows 
that the belief of the Naiydyihas and others conveyed by the 
following sentence is untenable ; 

“ Svarupena nirvijndnatvaj jado'sau^ huddhis tu tatra sarna-. 
vetaiva. ” 

This soul is evolved out of the elements which are objects 
fit to be known — the objects like a pitcher, a piece of cloth 
etc. That is to say, it gets transformed as the knowledge of 
a pitcher etc., on realizing that this is a pitcher, this is a piece 
of cloth, etc. ' 

These very elements such a pitcher etc, which had once 
served as substratum for knowledge, perish; that is to say, they 
cease to be objects fit to be known when the attention of the 
sou] is directed towards another object when these objects are 
hidden or concealed from sight or when the mind is working 
in some other channel. Such being the case, the soul ceases 
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to know them i, e., ceases to exist as knowledge of these objects. 
This is here looked upon as its destruction. The sum and 
substance is this : — 

When a~soul comes to know any object, it is said to have 
been produced from that object; but, when it ceases to think 
of it and directs its attention somewhere else, it is said to 
have perished; for, the object with which it once identified 
itself, has perished. 

Does the soul perish entirely in this way ? The answer 
is in the negative as suggested in the following verse ; — 

Puvvavaravinnanovaogao vigama-sambhavasahavo i 
Vinnanasantale vinnanaghano’ yamavinasi ii 47 ( 1595 ) 

II II ( ) 

Purva’para vijhanopayogato vigama-sambhava svabhavah i 
Vijhanasantatya vijnanaghano’yamavinasi II 47 ( 1595 ) ] 

Trans.— 47 This vijmnaghana ( the soul ) has the nature 
of destruction and that of origination on account of dhe 
( corresponding ) upayogas being associated with the previous 
vijhana and the subsequent one. It is immortal owing to the 
continuity of vijmna.. ( 1595 ) 

l^^RtTRTTT I 

3r?rT%T5>JIIW1TT- 

R?TR^^vq[T 5JIR Rf RRgI I 
II ) II 
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D. G. — ^This very soul, though one, has a three-fold nature. 
When it is attentive to another object, it has died; for, at that 
time, its attention to the former object is gone, but it has origi- 
nated so far as the attention to this new object is concerned. 
Side by side with its twofold nature pertaining to destruction 
and origination, it has permanence owing to the continuity of 
the general vipmna existing from the beginning-less time. 
Similarly every object has a three-fold nature consisting of 
ut'pada ( origination ), vyaya ( destruction ) and dhrauvya 
( permanence ), and that there is nothing which is created in 
all respects, and that there is nothing which entirely perishes. 

Na ca peccananasannavatitthae sampaovaogao I 
Vinnanaghanabhikkho jivo’yam VeyapayabhihiQ u 48 ( 1596 ) 

II II ( ) 

Na ca pretyajnana sanjna’vatisthate sampratayogat | 

Vijnana ghanabhikhyo jivo’yam Vedapadabhihitah II 48 (1596) ] 

, Trans.— AZ The designation pertaining to former knowledge 
does not. exist owing to the apayoga being directed to ( a ) 
present object. This soul is named vijjanaghana as said in 
the sentences of the Veda. { 1596 ) 

fit ? I 

R?tq%iT^|5rTi%, I 

sftg: | ggt iftgg I qfgqsr# 

II ) II , 
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D. 0. — When the attention of the soul is diverted from 
one object to another, e. g., from a pitcher to a piece of clpth, 
then it ceases to be styled as gliatopayoga ( attention to a 
pitcher ) but acquires a new designation viz,, pappayoga 
( attention to a piece of cloth ). Such being the case, this 
soul is named as vijndnaghana in the Veda. Therefore, 
Gautama ! admit that the soul exists. 

ft mm I 

rr ft m ii ii 

3R«rftrq: snf % i 

1% M Ho w ( 

fivam pi bhuyadhammo nanam tabbhavabhavao buddhi | 

Tam no tadabhavammi vijam nanam Veyasamayamm || 49(1597 
Atthamie aicce cande santasu aggi-vayasu | 

K^imjoirayam puriso appajjoi tti niddittho il 50 ( 1598 ) 

[ f R I 

. H 11 II ( ) 

f?i%: II wilWK^) 

Evamapi bhutadharnio jnanam tadbhavabhavato buddhih | 

Tad na tadabhave’pi yajjfianam Vedasamaye || 49 ( 1597 ) 

Astamita aditye candre §antayor-agni-vacoh | 

Kimjyotirayam purusa atmajyotiriti nirdistah || 50 ( 1598 ) ] 

Trans.— 49-50 You may think that even in this way, 
knowledge is the dharma of elements owing to its 
existing when they exist ( and that it does not exist when 
there is their non-existence ). This is not proper; for, even 
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when they are non-existent, knowledge is said to exist in the 
following doctrine of the Veda : — 

What j'yotis { light ) has this man when the Sun has set, 
the Moon has set and when ( even ) fire and speech are quiet ? 
It is said: that is the light of the soul. ( 1597-1598 ) 

^TT^: I 

^ ^T?%5rT5 

vnf nr?r ^ ^ ^ t, 

3#s:^T, 

nr^ I fl 

^^?cr?T-5?Tf^^i5r3R^t^n% ^ 5 mm-A ^^t- 

‘‘ ^T^TT?^iR m I 

^JTRRT ^jr% f%3^R^^R 
mm f RRf I 

^ 31^ I 31^ ^ m- 

? ?tRf-“3rRit^ T%” STTR^ ^s^iTTRS^RffR- 

|R Rflit =T fR 

11 «VHo ( ) II 

D. C. — Gautama may think as under: — 

Even in this way — the way in which is interpreted the 
second hemistich of verse 1593 beginning with '* sa bhavai' 
hhuehinto ”, it gets proved that knowledge is the dharma of 
elements such as earth etc. For, knowledge exists when the 
elements exist. This is what follows from “ etebhyo bhutebhyah 
samutthaya tdnyevdnu vinas'yati. ” Furthermore, in the absence 
of the elements, knowledge does not exist. 
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That which exists only when another exists and which is 
non-existent when that another is non-existent, is the dhar-ina 
of that another e. g.^ the moon-light of the moon. Knowledge 
is associated with elements both anvaya and vyatireha. Con- 
sequently it is the dharma of elements. This thought is 
unjustifiable ; for, only a particular type of knowledge which 
has for its object, the elements, blue, yellow etc, is associated 
with these elements by anvaya and vyatireha and not the 
entire knowledge in general. For, even when the elements 
are absent, the Veda declares that ordinary knowledge exists. 
This is what we learn from ydjnavalkya who says “ Astamite 
dditye, oandramasy astamite, sante’gnau, sdntdydm vdei, him 
jyotir evdyam purusa dtmajyotih samrdd iti hovdca. " Herein 
the soul having a flame in the form of knowledge is 
alluded to. Hence it follows that knowledge is not the 
dharma of elements. 

The reason !s as under: — 

n h? ii ( tw) 

Tadabhave bhavao bhave cabhavao na taddhammo | 

Jaha ghadabhavabhave vivajjayao pado bhinno ll 51 ( 1599 ) 

w II II ( ) 

Tadabhave bhavad bhave cabhavato na taddharmah i 

Yatha ghatabbavabhave viparyayat pato bhinnah il 51 ( 1599 )] 

Traits.— 5\ One that exists when another does not exist 
and does not exist when that another exists, is not its dharma. 
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For instance, a piece of cloth is different ( from a pitcher ) 
owing to its viparyaya regarding the existence and non-existence 
of the pitcher. { 1599 ) 

=^TRfTg;, ^ 

I ? ^RTf— 

^ vn^TTf^m: II ) II 

D. 0 . — Just as a piece of cloth is not the dharma of a 
pitcher, but is different from it, for, even when a pitcher exists, 
a piece of cloth does not exist, and that even when that pitcher 
is non-existent, the piece of cloth exists, so knowledge is not 
, the dharma of elements; for, in the liberated state, it exists, 
even though the elements do not, and that it does not exist 
even when the elements are present in a dead body etc. 

Having explained the meaning of some of the sentences 
of the Veda, the author weile concluding the subject, explains 
briefly the meaning of the remaining sentences of the Veda. 

ft fist ^ ftmtoi ^ 11 II (?Xoo) 

3nf ff ftftn goilsffr dnsil ^ratiTti i 

ainr^ft ti ^ ii ii (?^o?) 

* 

5T3Tr \ 

^ |l II 

mirnR-ftrHHHSTt i 

11 'ih ii ( ) 
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Esim Veyapayanam na tamattham viyasi ahava savvesim | 
Attho kim hojja sui vinnanam vatthubheo va li 52 ( 1600 ) 

Jai davvam kiriya guno’hava sanisao tavajutto i 
Ayameveii na vayam na vatthu dhammo jao jutto ii 53 ( 160.1 ’ 

Savvam ciya sawamayam sa-parapajjayao jao niyayam i 
Savvamasawamayam pi ya vivittarupam vivakkhao ti 54 (1602’ 

Samanna-visesamao teha payattho vivakkhaya jutto | 
Vatthussa vissaruvo pajjayavekkhaya savvo ii 55 ( 1603 ) 

[ ^ 3r«i^r i 

^ ^ II II ( ) 

^ STR 51 ii n 

^ II II ( ) 

II II ( ) 

Esam Vedapadanam na tvamartham vetsi athava sarvesam i 
Arthah’ kim bhavet srutir-vijnanam vastubhedo va II 52 (16Q0) 

Jatir-dravyam kriyS guno’thava samsayas tavayuktak | 
Ayameveti navayam na vastudharmo yato yuktah li 53 (1601) 

Sarvameva sarvamayam sva-para paryayato yato niyatam | 
Sarvamasarvamayamapi ca viviktarupam vivaksay|, || ( 1602 ) 

Samanya-visesamayastena padartho vivaksaya yuktak i 
Vastuno visvarupak paryayapeksaya sarvak II 55 ( 1603 ) ] 

Trans.— 52-55 You do not know the artha ( meaning ) 
of these sentences of the Veda or that of all. ( Hence you 
have a doubt. ) What can artha be ? Is it sriiti, knowledge, 


10 
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difference in ( L e., speciality of ) an object, a genus, a subs- 
tance, an action, or an attribute ? Your doubt is ill-based; 
for, it is not proper to draw a sweeping conclusion regarding 
the dharma of an object that it is only this or that it is 
certainly not this. For, each and every thing ( sarva ) is 
certainly all things ( sarvamaya ) from the stand-point of 
its own modifications and those of the rest, and that sarva 
is a-sarvamaya too, from the stand-point of separateness. 
Therefore, it is proper { to believe ) that a substance has a 
generality and speciality, according to the stand-point taken 
and that its nature is varried from the view-point of its 
parydyas. ( 1600-1603 ) 

«7fl[RTH4 ^ 

sr^r^T 

i%R h 

^ mm 2; 

m% 2 ^ \ 

m ^ nm\ 1 ?^# 

’?iTfs'75sn?[fq5 ^ ^in; i 

If TfffTf 

Itlflfll^fiRffT’OffiTfilf I f f : 2 m ’’ 

fWcC^itTTf fT^ffTWTf^ Rff flf^f 
^ff?f ^If ^RT?^fff I ^fT, ^f f ffff^- 
^4 I T 2 fRTf-llff T, 
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1 7^T?ff i%5r5?T5rg'?r: ^t^tt- 

T^^^ q^T«ff 5^:, ^ 1^-7, 

^ I i^: ? ^^sfq 

^ ^^^^t WiW* «T^hT^^?TT ^TT?rTT^5tt 

^5rfc?t^t5rT5[ ’5r%^Tf^ s[^^-g«T- 
%^m«r¥^f Ti; =*? 

?^[IHt^^T?rr^R5rR«if ^r=5r^{ i «^f?T?qtsR 

^T ^5r ^ m<i 

I JfTrmRR^^’^T 5 ^h g-f^’sr ^t=^^:, ^ 

T^^ar 

sr^vTJTt’TRf ?ir55gf’!TT ^^fiT’T^i^sr r%s«iT5f%R5r?%jr 

^WII ) II 

D. 0. — Gautama ! you have not followed my exposition of 
these padas ( sentences ) of the Veda. Hence, you have a 
doubt regarding the soul. Or, you do not know the meaning 
of these, as well as, the remaining sentences of the Veda. 

Consequently, you raise the following queries in connection 
with all the sentences of the Veda :— 

1. Just as sohda is the meaning of the sabda ( sound ) of a 
kettle-drum, a tabor, a double drum, etc., so, is the meaning 
of these sentences sruti, i. e., sabda ? 

2. Is it vijnana-the vijndna which arises and which is asso- 
ciated with the object connoted by it when the word like 
ghain is pronounced ? 

3. Do the padas of the Veda mean vastu-bhed of the type 
noticed when the word ghata is pronounced; the type, viz., 
that this connotes an object which has a wide bottom, an 
expansive belly, etc., and not a piece of cloth ? 
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4. Is their meaning jati-the jati ( genus ) of the kind one 
' realizes when the word go ( cow ) is uttered. 

5. Just as when the word dandin is pronounced we take it 
to be a dravya having a danda, etc., similarly, does the 

' meanino; of the sentences of the Yeda connote such a 

O 

dravya f 

6. In the words dlidvati ( runs ), etc., we take them to mean 
the hriyd ( act ) of running, etc., so do these sentences mean 
any such kriyd. 

7. Just as the word mkla ( white ) means the guna (attribute ) 
of being white, so do these sentences convey a meaning 
of the type of this gmyx ? 

These seven queries of yours are out of place-are useless. 
For, it is not possible to say regarding any vastu ( substance 
or material ) this is only this and nothing else. Soihda, too, 
is certainly a kind of vastu, so it is not proper to say that it 
connotes only this meaning and none else. The reasons are : — 

Every vastu whether in the form of a vdcya ( direct ex- 
pression) or a vacaka (indicatory word) is sarvatnaya ( represent- 
ing all objects ) from the stand-point of scmdnya ( generality} 
when all the parydyas ( modifications ) including its own 
pa^ydyas and those of the rest are taken into account. Where- 
as, every vastu is a-sarvamaya when examined from the 
stand-point of its own parydyas which lays stress upon visesa. 

Consequently, all the sentences either convey a general 
sense or a parj;icular one, according to the stand-point we take. 
Hence, it is no use saying that they mean only this and 
nothing else, for, the nature of every vastu whether it is a vdcya 
or vdcaka varies according to the stand-points from which 
they are viewed. 

Thus from the general stand-point, the word ghata is the 
vdcaka of dravya, guna, kriyd, etc., since it is then sarvamaya. 
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But, when examined from a special stand-point, it is a vacaka, 
of only the rudha ( conventional ) meaning, viz., that it has. an 
expansive bottom, a wide belly, etc., for, this stand-point makes 
it definite. ’ 

Similarly, any other word is a vdcaka of only that drtha 
which is rudha in that country, etc., when we examine it from 
the special stand-point. 

But from the general stand-point, each and every word is 
a vacaka of one and all, and each and every word is a vdcya' 
of one and all. This is the line one should sensibly follow. 

I 

Thus, Sramana, Bhagvdn Mahdvira who knew the nature 
of all the three worlds, completely removed the doubts of 
Indrdbhuti who was about to acquire the most excellent merit 
by advancing clever arguments capable of fully instructing 
others as is the case with a sharp hatchet which eradicates a 
cluster of creepers. 

A ^5FT0TT qffSTt 

, Chinnammi sarhsayammi Jinena jara-marana vippamukkenam i 
So samano pavvaiS pancahim saha khandiyasaehim || 56(1604) 

[ %% ^ 3r^i-Tr5[iiT^5ri^q l 

^ w \\W\ 

Chinne samsaye Jinena jara-marana vipramuktena j . 

Sa ^ramanah pravrajitah pancabhih saha khandikasataih ||56 (16o4)] 

Tra.ns . — 56 When the doubt was removed by the Tirthahkara 
who was entirely free from old age and death, the saint IndrabhMti 
took ^i[^i Diksd along with his five hundred pupils. 

iftqT, qqt qq- 
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II ) II 

C. C . — That one who is a scmyata becomes so and not 
one. who is not so, is a statement here made from the trans- 
cendental point of view. The rest is easy. 

3»JT mmm ^ q^^tfir h'ivsh(^^oh) 

Evam kammaisu vi jam samannam tayam samaujjam i 
Jo puna jattha viseso samasao tarn pavakkhami ii 57 ( 1605 ) 

qj ^qqq qqiqq# ii ii ( ) 

Evam karmadisvapi yat samanyam tat samayojyam | 

Yah punar-yatra visesah samasatastam pravaksyami || 57(1605)] 

Trans— bl Thus, what is applicable to karman, etc., ( the 
VMas of the remaining Ganadharas ) should be applied ( there ). 
And I shall briefly expound there, that which is a speciality 
( of it ) ( 1605 ) 

srtq^T-s^qRT-ssqqsrqrirqqr- • 

^ ^qfqq'T m 

I q^i qq qq #qq: ^q^q 

q??qTfq 11 1% ^qq^TOmT^; it Hvs ( ) ii 

D. 0. — Here, while establishing the existence of the soul, 
several points have been discussed. Out of them, those that 
are applicable to the other discussions which are to follow, 
may be applied there by the reader himself. So, I shall, now, 
briefly discuss in the remaining vadas ( discussions ) only such 
points as happen to be their specialities. 

End of the Discussion with the First Ganadhara, 

I* * 
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Discussion with the Second Qanadhara. 

[ Argiimenbs advanced to prove the non-existence of 
Karman and their refubation ] 

'JTTTmrfT qnT%i^'^T ^ ^ ii ii 

Tam pavvaiam soum bio agacchai amarisenam | 

Vaccami namanemi parajinitta na lam samanam il 58 ( 1606 ) 

ii ii ( ) 

Tam pravrajitaui srutva dvitiya agacchatyamarsena | 
Vrajamyanayami parajitya tarn sramariam || 58 ( 1606 ’) ] 

Trans. Having heard thal he ( IndrabhUti ) had re- 
nounced the world, the second (Qanadhara) comes exasperated. 
( He thinks ):— I may go and having vanquished thatasinl, 1 
may bring ( IndrabhUti ) back. ( 1 6o6 ) 

|or ? i ir i 

m i ‘ ^ ^rmr- 

I A ii h<: ii . 
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D. C. — On bavins: heard that Indrahhuti had taken dtksa, 
Agnihhuti, his younger brother is exasperated. He comes to 
Sraniana Bhagavdn Mahdvtra with the object of defeating him 
and taking Indrahhuti back. 

Agnibhuti thought — 

.^r 'srmf ^ ii ii 

Chalio chalaina so manne maindajalio va vi l 

Ko janai kaha vattam ettahe vattamani se li 59 ( 1607 ) 

[ ^ STTN I 

#3rRim ii h'*. ii 

Chalitaschakdina sa manye mayendrajaliko vapi i 

Ko janati kathain vrittametasmad vartamana tasya |i 59 (1607)] 

7ra«s.— 59 1 think, he has been cheated by chala ( artful 
fraud ), etc., or he is a clever juggler practising deceit. Who 
knows as to what happened there ? Consequently, ( the world 
will see ) what will happen in his case. ( 1607 ) 

Rf^giT^rl, ^ %iT: I 

f% STf # 5IR[f|[ rT3-T^^«IRf: 

? 1 ^4 5JT^R m 

D. O.—My brother Indrahhuti cannot be defeated by any 
one in the' three worlds, so, I think he has been deceived by 
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the rogue Mahavtra, who must be an expert in using chala 
( a trick resulting in the destruction of the statement in 
discussion by use of ambiguities of meaning ) Jdti ( an argument 
based on the same ground as put forth by the first speaker 
and nigraha sihdna ( fallacy ) etc. Or this Mahdvtra must 
certainly be a deceitful juggler. That is why he could change 
his ( Indrabhuti's ) mind. So what more 'i I was not present 
there, so who knows as to what discussion took place between 
my brother and Mahdvira there ? So let me, first of all, go 
there and let the world see as to what happens, so far as this 
saint Mahdvh'a is concerned — Mahdvira who has been puffed 
up with pride owing to his being saluted by a collection of 
khacaras ( demi-gods ) human beings and celestial beings whose 
minds have been perplexed by jugglery. 

While going there, Agnibhuti said, 

^ Jr I 

»T3Tt f^^nr^ ii u 

So pakkhantaramegam pi jai jai me tao mi tasseva I 
Sisattam hojja gao vottum patto Jinasagase ii 60 ( 1608 ) 

Sa paksantaramekamapi yati yadi me tatastasyaiva i 
Sisyatvam bhaveyam gata uktva prapto Jinasakase || 60 ( 1608 ) ] 

Trans.— 60 If he clearly understands the weak point of 
any one of paksas ( premises ), I shall become *a pupil of his. 
Having said so, he went and came up into the presence of 
Tlrihahkara Mahdvlra. { 1608 ) 

m qr^qf^q^— qrsflq^q 

11 ' . > 



Jinabhadra Oanl’s 


i The second 


*: 83 •:» 


I ^iRT^ f M5T^ «fir*r- 

5im m H ^o ( ) II 

D. C . — Who knows how Indrahhuti was defeated by him? 
If however, he gives a satisfactory answer to any one of my 
paksas ( premises ) I shall become a pupil of that saint. He 
made a firm resolution. Having said so, he went to Sramanct 
Bhagavan Mahavira. 

srmfr ^ ^if-^5(t-?r;j:oTf%cq3g%aT i 

^ ^ of II II 

Abhattho ya Jinenam jai-jara-marana vippamukkena | 

Namena ya gottena ya savvannu savvadarisi nam ii 61 ( 1609 ) 

[ STT^ITf^tr^ 5rTI%-5l^-lf^iiTR5(5#JT I 

^ »Tt%ir ^ II II ( 

Abhasitasca Jinena jati-jara-marana vipramuktena | 

Namna ca gotrena ca sarvajnena sarvadarsina U 61 ( 1609 ) ] 

Trans.— ()]. He was addressed by his name and gotra 
{ lineage ) by the Tlrthankara w^ho was free from birth, .old age 
and death, who was all-knowing and who had complete 
darsana (undifferentiated knowledge. ) ( 1609 ) 

mm 5nT%-3n:T-?T^oTT%5ri^JT 
^ I m\ =^-1 sTF^r^^ I =^-1 
I I ^ mw^ T%dTS^^- 

artt I m r1[3fRTi%, 5fir?5rr%itsf^> m 

51 2 I ^ STT^^f^ ^T, 

m II ) II 

D. O . — The omniscient T^rthdhkara addressed the second 
Qanadhara by name as Agnibhuti and as one having Gautama, 
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as apineage. When he was so spoken of, he was taken aback. 
But an after-thouofht came to him as under ; — 

I am famous in the world, so it is but natural that Mahavira 
should be knowing my name and lineage. It will be, however, 
a matter of surprise to me if Mahavtra comes to know about 
my doubt or removes it. 

When he was thinking so, Sramana Bhagavdn Mahavira^sSA, 

^ T%T T% I 

Kim manne aithi kammam uyahu na tthi tti samsayo tujjham i 
Veyapayana ya attham na yanasi tesimo attho ll 62 ( 1610 ) 

^ STRira ll II ) 

Kim manyase’sti karma utaho nastiti samsayastava i 
Vedapadanam cartham na janasi tesamayamarthah II 62 (1610) ] 

Trans.— 62 You think whether a Karman exists or not. 
This is your doubt. You do not know the ( real ) meaning 
of the sentences of the Veda. Their meaning is this. ( 1610) 

^qi ^ t^q^RT ^ 

qj^fq I ^qf ^ ^^q^RR^ q^qROf^^'qtsq: ? 0)11 

JD, (7, — ‘ 0 Agnibhuti ! of Gautama lineage.*’ You have a 
doubt as to whether the Karman which is being done by the 
soul under the influence of Mithydtva ( False Belief ), etc., and 
which is of the type of Jndndvarana ( knowledge-obscuring }, 
etc., exists or not. This doubt of yours is based on your, un- 
realization of the exact significance ot the sentences ot the 
Veda. This significance is what will be just expounded. 



•t 84 :• . Jinabhadra Gani's [ The second 

If »i5n% H i 

gf <^55 3RH II II (U«) 

Kamme tuha sandeho mannasi tam nanagoyaratyam i 

Tuba tamanumana sahanamanubhuimayam phalam jassa ii 63 ( 1 6 1 1 ) 

Karmani tava sandeho manyase tajjnanagoearatitam i 

Tava tadanuniana sadhanamanubhutimayam phalam tasyall63(1611)] 

Trans.— 6$ You have a doubt about ( the existence of ) 
the Karman. You think it to be beyond the range of knowledge. 
That ( Karman ) of which experience is the fruit, is provable 
( to you ) by means of anurriana. (1611) 

5rt^^T“55Tii;fT^M^g[jnTTDmJTW^iTt=^^r 
Tf-^ Jltq# 

i I itt ^ iht 

^ 5^J ^rl5rTniiTqt^^T#?r^ i 

3r«I ?fcrg{ 5(91^ ^ 

%g; I n fl 

5r??T|tir ^i%g5?T^ i ;f ff 
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%«jrTf 5=5^1 w Iwrf^JTT jtt^^ 

jrra^ftgtfi^ I ^r^sr^^^’STi w^r^siq ^ ’q[«fT ^^r- 

'IWJT^ II II 

D. 0. — 0 long-lived Agnibkuti ! You entertain a doubt 
about the existence of the Karman, which is a multitude of 
paranianus, in the form of jriAnavarana, etc., for you think that 
its existence cannot be established by any one of the pramanas 
such as praiyahsa^ anumana, etc., the pramanas which are 
knowledge. To be explicit, you argue as under : — 

Karman is not directly perceived, because it is super- 
sensuous as is the case with the horn on the head of an ass. 

Other arguments that you advance are the same as men- 
tioned by your brother in the case of the soul. 

But these lines of arguments are faulty. For, this Karrm,n 
is certainly pratyaksa to me. Moreover, its existence is such 
as can be realized by you, by means of inference. Hence, it 
is not justihable to believe that no pramana can establish its 
existence. The Karman is either good or bad. The good 
Karman makes us experience happiness, where as, the bad 
Karman misery. 

This leads to an inference as under 

There is a cause for experiencing happiness and misery 
since it is a Karya ( an act ) as is the case with a sprout. 
It is no use arguing that since the Karman is pratyaksa to 
me ( i. e. Mahavira ) it should be so to you. * For, there is 
no such rule that what is pratyaksa to one, should be 
necessarily so to another. A lion, a sarhha ( a fabulous eight- 
legged animal a match for lions and elephants ), a swan, etc. 
are not pratyaksa to one and all the beings. But, on that 
account, it is not that they do not exist, for, even children 
know them. Therefore, there does exist the Karman since 
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it is 'pratyoksa to me, an omniscient being just as, your doubt 
is pyt'atyakm to me. If you doubt my omniscience, I may 
repeat what I said to your elder brother, viz., 

“ KaJia savvannu tti mat jenaham savva samsayacchet, 
pucchasu va jam na yanasi ” ( verse 1579 ). 

Moreover, this Karman is pratyakm to you too, since you 
realize its Karya (effect), as is the case with paramanus, which 
though not directly realizable to you, are pratyaksa to you, since 
their Karyas like a pitcher, etc., are directly perceived by you. 

^it ^ II i( (?^U) 

^ dt ftoii I? I 

^ 1^: ni ^wi^Hii(?^?0 

Atthi suha-dukkhaheu kajjao biyamarikurssseva | 

So dittho ceva mai vabhicarao na tarn juttam ll 64 ii (1612) 

Jo tullasahananam phale viseso na so vina heum 1 
Kajjattanao Qoyama! ghado vva, heu ya so kammam ||65|| (1613) 

^ W II II ( ) 

^ ^ fq?Tr If ^ I 

I ^ If ^ ^ II II ( ) 

Asti sukhduhkkhhetuh karyatvat, bijamahkurasyeva | 

Sa drista eva matir-vyabhicarad na tad yuktam || 64 ( 1612 ) 

Yastulyasadhanayoh phale viseso na sa vina hetum | 

Karyatvato Gautama ! ghata iva, hetusca sa karma || 65 ( 1613 ) ] 

Trans.— 64r-65 Just as a sprout has a seed for its hela, 
( because it is a karya ) so, there is a heta for happiness and 
misery owing to their being a karya ( an action ) 
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You may think: — That {hetu) is certainly seen. This 
( thought ) is not proper owing to vyabhicara ( irrelevancy ). 

O Gautama ! That difference which exists in the fructifi- 
cation in the case of those who have equal means is not 
without a hetu, since it is a karya, as is the case with a 
pitcher. That hetu is Karman. 64-65 ( 1612-1613 ) 

U 5T If ^*TftfT^orT^^v«Rr 3r^ 

I ^SfTfV' ^ If 

D. C. — Just as a sprout which is a Karya^ has a seed 
for its hetu, so happiness and misery, which are well-known 
to every individual, have a cause, because they are karyas. 
And this cause is nothing else but Karman and so it exdsts. 
It may be that you may here raise a question as under : — 

A garland, sandal, a woman and the like are the hetus of 
happiness, whereas a serpent, poison, a thorn, etc., a^re those 
of misery. All these hetus of happiness and niisery as well, 
are seen-are the objects of the sense of sight. So, why should 
we believe Karman to be their hetu-the Karman which is 
not seen ? To admit a thing not seen in the place of one 
that is seen is not justificable, as it out-shoots the mark. 

This question is out of place owing to the vyabhicara 
( irrelevancy ). It is a matter of common experience that we 
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find that persons having the same means for enjoying happi- 
ness, do not get the same type of happiness. 

Same is the case with those who have the same means 
to suffer misery. 

This difference in each case, cannot be without any hetu 
which is not seen. 

This very unseen hetu is Karman. 

sTf ^ II II 

Balasariram dehantarapuvvam indiyaimattao | 

Jaha baladehapuvvo juvadeho puvvarniha kammam II 66 ii (1614) 

w ^ II II WW 

Balasariram dehantarapurvakamindriyadimattvat i 

Yatha b&ladehapurvo yuvadehah purvamiha karma || 66 (1614)] 

Trans . — 66 Just as the body in youth is preceded by a 
body in child-hood so is the body in child-hood preceded by 
another body, since it has organs of sense etc. Here-in this 
very body which is prior to that in child-hood is Karman. - (1614) 

jiTin: I ^ ^ 

sirir^t 

II i\W) II 
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D. O. — The body in childhood must have some body to 
precede it, since it has organs of sense, happiness, misery, 
prana ( sign of vitality ) apana ( the vital air which goes 
downwards and out at the anus ), winking of the eyes, opening 
of the eyes, life, etc., as is the case with the body in youth. 
This body which precedes one in child-hood, cannot be the 
body belonging to the previous birth; for it does not exist in 
the apantarMa gati ( state previous to the interval stage ) and 
so it has no scope here. Moreover, it is not possible for one 
having no body, to have a body in a particular womb, country, 
place, etc., as there is none to so direct it. Even nature cannot 
so direct it as we shall soon prove. So the body which pre- 
cedes one in child-hood is Karmana — one which is known as 
a Karmana body, as suggested by ‘‘ jeena kammaenam dharei 
anantaram jtvo. ” 

There is another inference also, 

H (WK) 

Kiriya phala bhavao danainam phalam kisie vva | 

Tam ciya danaiphalam manappasayai jai buddhi il 67 ( 1615 ) 

Kiriyasamannao jam phalamassavi tarn mayam kammam i 
Tassa parinamartivam suha-dukkhaphalam jao b|?ujjo ir68 (1616) 

m I 
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Kriyaphalabhavad danadlnam phalam kriseriva i 

T'adeva danadiphalam manahprasadadi yadi buddhih II 67 (1615) 

Kriya samanyad yatphalamasyapi tad matam karma i 

Tasya parinamarupam sukha-duhkha phalam yato bhuyahul68(1616)] 

Trans. — 67-68 Just as there is a fruit of agriculture, so 
there is a fruit of charity, etc., owing to the fructification of an 
act. If you think that, the fruit of charity, etc., is serenity of 
mind, etc., then ( we say that ) that which is its fruit is looked 
upon as Karman owing to the commonness of kriya—iht 
Karman from which arises again and again the fructification 
in the form of happiness and misery which are the results 
of Karman. ( 1615-1616 ) 

^ W%, 

T%^T 3TN R^'E^T I 

« 

IRTflM^TiTT <1?^ JJRW WT- 

I mif sr^ 

s[T5TTfiT%^orRn 

^ I Igt I 
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m m \ m ? 

T%’^ ^?5rf^-iT?rj jr^ri^sfqfgpqT^'T 
^«IT T%^T{ 

.51 

^^5 ^5FT?JT^, T%^? f% 

^5si^ ? 5^1: I ^ t 

^^ir^g^5rqR#5T TRor^i^ ’TRirT?i^^?Twra i 

irf^^oT 

JiTf^Jif ^^i 5rgTc[i^flf^i^rr arfq 'S5y?Tf^r*T- 

^ I 3rTf-?I?^?l?^W«TT^t 

3[RT^%%^ ^^SoTj ^T^«ii5^T, 3i5r g ?i?tR^T^Tf^r%R 

m 5J 1 # I ^^t jrgri^Tf^ 

STR i{5t: R’a’i^if^- 

II ^v9-^<^ { K%l^-K^K\ ) II 

D. 0 . — In this world, we find that each and every act 
performed by a living being, yields a fruit, as is seen in the 
case of tilling of ground, etc. The acts of charity are under- 
taken by a living being, so they too, must bear a fruit, and 
that fruit is nothing else but Karman. That act which is 
fruitless, is not commenced by a living being, e. g., the act of 
electrons etc; but the acts of charity, etc., are commenced by 
living beings; so they are fruitful. 

It may here be argued that this hetu is anaikantika; for, 
the act like tilling the ground commenced by living beings, is 
at times seen to yield no fruit. But, this argument is not 
justifiable since such an act is commenced with the hope that 
it will be fruitful. Moreover, the failure which occurs sometimes 
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is due to something wanting in materials — a defect arising from 
want of real knowledge. 

We may add that we are glad to admit that the act as 
that of charity, if done without the serenity of mind, is fruitless,- 
for, it is an utajpoitti ( a desirable acquisition ) to us. 

Some one may here argue as under v — 

The act, like tilling the ground, is seen to yield a visible 
fruit, viz., acquisition of crop. So, the act like charity must 
yield a visible fruit like the serenity of mind. Such being the 
case, why should we think of a fruit like Karman which is 
invisible ? Hence this hetu is viruddha ( inconsistent ); for, 
it establishes just the contrary to what is desired. 

This argument may be refuted as below ; — 

Even the serenity of mind is certainly a kriyd. So, just 
as acts like charity yield a fruit, so this serenity of mind, too, 
must yield a fruit. And that fruit is Karman and nothing else. 
So, there is no vyahhicara ( irrelevancy ). 

It may be here noted that, that Karman whence living 
beings experience happiness and misery which are its parinati 
( consequences ) is certainly the fruit of the act, viz., serenity 
of 'mind. 

It may be argued that in the preceding verse ( v. 1615 ) 
while saying that “ ddnddi kriydphalam Karma ” only the act 
like charity was mentioned as the cause of Karman and here 
the act like serenity of mind is stated as the cause of Karman. 
So, are not these statements contradictory ? Yes, they are. 
But, it should be borne in mind that since the act like the 
serenity of mind is the intermediate cause of Ko>rman 
and that the act like charity is the cause of the act like 
the serenity of mind, there arises no flaw, because, here, 
we have an upacdra ( compliment ) of Kdrana in Kdrana- 
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karana, that is to say, the cause of the cause is here taken 
to be cause. 

fTST g[r’JTTf ^ ^ i 

^ ?T Rfir^msfr f^r f u 

Hojja manovittie danaikie va jai phalam buddhi i 

Tam na nimittatao pindo vva ghadassa vinneo ll 69 ( 1617 ) 

II II ( ) 

Bhaved manovriter-danadikriyaiva yadi phalam buddhih t 
Tad na nimittatvat pinda iva ghaUsya vijneyah || 69 ( 1617 ) ] 

Trans.— 69 If you think that only the acts like charity, 
etc., are the fruits of the mental inclination, it is not ( so ) 
owing to there being a nimitta ( instrumental cause ). For 
instance, a lump ( of clay ) should be realized as ( a nimitta ) 
of a pitcher. ( 1617 ) 

^^T-3i^ f ft: i 

qTqftqmi%* %q qq: ?T g m:, 

fq: ? Rft^RT^-qq:qqrqTftr%qf qft 3[RrftftqRr ftR^r- 
qsiT ’jRq’Jit ftW fqlqfqqr 
ftqift JR%: I ft qiqqTRiq^'qft^ifiqTq^ ^tr^rt: i 
q =q qR Rfqq qq; q^qq qqsirqqfl^, i^f^3[RTftrq 
II %% II II ■ . 
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D. 0. — Serenity of mind arises from the act of charity 
and this serenity gives an impetus to give donations and in 
virtue of this inclination, one goes in for charity. 

Thus, the fruit of the serenity of mind is nothing else 
but the act of charity and not a Karman, which is invisible. 

But such a belief is untenable; for, just as a lump of clay 
is the nirnitta ( instrumental cause ) of a pitcher, so, the act 
of charity is the nirnitta of the serenity of mind. 

We see that one gets pleased when a donation is given 
to a deserving individual. 

Such being the case, it won’t do to look upon that which 
is a nirnitta of something, as its fruit, as it is highly objectionable. 

Besides, asserting that all actions are attended by fruits 
which are seen, as is the case with the tilling of ground, the 
debater says : — 

ft ftiftvT R' qURI ^ I 

m ftw Rn'Est vgftoiRit 

Evam pi ditthaphalaya kiriya, na kammaphala pasatta te i 
Sa lammettaphala cciya jaha mansaphalo pasuvinaso ii 70 (1618) 

m w II 'So II ( ) 

Evamapi dristaphak kriya na karmaphak prasakta te i 
Sa tanmatraphalaiva yatha mansaphalah pasuvinasah (i 70 ( 1618 )] 

Trans.— In this way, too, an act is proved to have a 
fruit which is seen, and not a Karman by way of its fruit. 
That ( act ) certainly has a fruit only to that extent, as is the 
case with ( the act of ) killing of a beast-the killing which has 
flesh as its fruit. ( 1618 ) 
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cCRif^f^^RT 

srfq T%Tlif ? f% ^rf t 

?r f| 

5[TJiTf^%qHT m ^giri^^sr T%r%^ 

II II (\%l<i) 

D. O . — Just as the act of tilling the ground has no other 
ftuit than what is seen, so, the act of charity may have a fruit 
like some sort of praise which can be seen. 

What more ? All these acts are such as only visible fruits, 
and not any invisible one, as is seen in the act of killing a 
beast. For, the act of killing a beast has no other purpose 
underlying it except the acquisition of flesh. None kills a 
beast for some other motive, such as committing a sin which 
is invisible. 

Similarly, the fruit of the act of charity, must be nothing 
else but some sort of praise which is seen. 

Here, another argument is advanced as follows : — 

■>Tra ^ I 

3rf^5!Ii got t% II VS? II (?^?%) 

Payam va jivalogo vattai ditthaphalasu kiriyasu I 
Aditthaphalasu puna vattai nasamkhabhago vi ii 71 ( 1619 ) 

[ JTT^ STT ?rSl [%^Ti I 

II vs? I) 



< 9ft t. 


Jinabhadra Gani’s 


[ The second 


Prayo va jivaloko vartate dristaphalasu kriyasu 1 
Adristaphalasu punar- vartate nasamkhyabhago’pi 11 71( 1619 )] 

Trans.— 1\ Moreover, the people indulge mostly in such 
acts of which the fruits are seen; and not even an infinitesimal 
part of them, in acts of which the fruits are not visible. ( 1619 ) 

I ii ii 

D. (7.-— People mostly do such acts as agriculture, business, 
etc., of which the fruits are certainly seen. And only a very 
negligible number of them, indulges in acts like charity of 
which the fruits are not seen. 

Consequently, just as evil acts such as killing have not 
got such fruits as are not seen, so must be the case with good 
acts like charity. That is to say, they too, cannot have such 
fruits as are not seen. 

This is what may be advanced as an argument by Agnibhuti.- 
* Sramana Bhagavan Mahavtra refutes it as under : — 

! ^3- T%?i 4\n\ i 

3T%^55513Tt ft ^ il || || 

Somma ! jau cdya jiva payam ditthaphalasu vattanti i 
Adittha phalao vi ya tao padivajja teneva li 72 ii ( 1620 ) 

3r|€W srft w* ii vsr ii ( ) 

Saumya 1 Yata eva jivah prayo dristaphalasu vartante | 
Adristaphala api ca tab pratipadyasva tenaiva |i 72 11 ( 1620 ) ] 
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Trans.— 12 O gentle one ! By the very fact that the 
souls are active mostly in { doing ) deeds, the fruits of which 
are visible ( in this very life ) learn ( from me ) that by that 
very ( reason ) those are also ( deeds ) the fruits of which are 
invisible, L e., to be had in a subsequent birth. ( 1620 ) 

m srf^ f T%^T srfq 

5TT«i?Tf%, mm qTq^'TJi€S'K^*i5gw?r 

my 3i^^#^iM5rT?q«iT3qq%: i ^ f| ^fq-%TKT%^TRmTi- 
’TrT^^OT 15^ 'TR¥rtT?^s?r??II 

If T%sF^, ^TJiTifrlp^TpT^i^^g sifs 

ir% I 

^T^ITIf T%^T3gT^m4^i:g q555m^T%^ m 

m^y f fq-^^TTTf m 

%g; I ^ qjRf^r 

qjRurg^T 1 

f ra»ifq ff ^s[qTTf^% qr%# 3fg»Tr^^T?TifyTO^s- 

fqqJ^qjRiigt ^'^T^^rT»TI%sfq srmqj^qjRUT- 

f fq-fl^Tf I sTf ? i 
^ ^ ^TqT%%^Nmfq '^^Tli^ErT gsTR^fq^^^BROT- 

fqT%Sq^%^ ^T I I’flT’qt SI^iqT^T^ 

3Tfq t%?Tr^T sTfs sr^q^5^fl[t 

3f?r?^W’[^^^w^qr3'Tq%Rr% rsi^^ ii vs^ ( ) n 

D. C . — O gentle one ! Thus Agnibhuti is addressed. By 
the very fact that creatures generally become active in ( doing ) 


18 
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evil deeds only, viz., cultivation of land, trading, doing injury 
to life, etc., the fruits of which are visible^ but only a few 
become active in ( doing ) good deeds, giving a gift, etc., the 
fruits of which are invisible — by that same fact, i. e., by that 
very reason, admit that also those very activities— cultivation 
of land, injury to living beings, etc., are also activities, the fruits 
of which are invisible. The substance of what is said is this: — 
Though the people who do the deeds, cultivation of land, injury 
to living beings, etc., only for the sake of the reward which is 
visible ( i e., attained in this very birth ) and not for the sin 
( involved in their performance ), yet they do get an invisible 
fruit of the nature of religious demerit ( adharma ), viz ., — the 
sin ( papa )-because, if it were otherwise, there will be no 
explanation ( upapatti ) of there being in this world innume- 
rable transmigrating souls. Because, they having earned 
( haddhvd, lit.-having bound ) an invisible fruit of the nature 
of sin (^pap)a) though not sought by them, accrues to them, 
due to the activities, vis., cultivation of land, injury to life, etc., 
exist in this world in an indefinite number ( anantah tisthanti ) 
revolving in the endless cycle of births ( samsdra ). But those 
persons, few in number, who perform the deeds of giving a 
gift ( ddna j, etc., attain an invisible reward of the nature of 
religious merit ( dharma ) and then they are liberated. Such is 
the sense. 

An opponent may argue : Let those ( persons ) who do 
the deeds of giving a gift ( ddna ), etc., have that invisible 
reward ojf the nature of religious merit ( dharma ) which they 
expect. But how do those people who do the deeds of cul- 
tivation of land’ injury to living beings, etc., get that invisible 
fruit of the nature of sin ( adharma ) which they never wish 
to get ? 

To this doubt the reply is as follows : — That ( argument ) 
is improper. For, a cause complete in itself ( avikala ) does 
not stand in need of a wish or expectation on the part of 
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anybody ( including even the doer of a deed ) when it is ( in 
the process of ) producing its effect, it rather, never fails to 
produce ( janayanti eva ) its effect because it is a self-complete 
cause. For, even though not known to the sower, the seed 
of Godrava^ etc., fallen in some tract of land and reaching the 
state of a self-complete cause by the presence of the materials, 
viz, the water, etc,, does produce its effect even in the absence 
of a desire ( for that effect ) on the part of the sower. And 
deeds like cultivation of land, injury to living beings, etc., are. 
of the nature { hhuta ) of self-complete causes in so for as 
the production of sin ( a-dharma ) is concerned. Hence in 
such causes, where does the desire ( if) present in the per- 
former of those deeds become useful ? On the other hand, 
( meaning of ea ) the wise ( i. e., those who do their duties 
disinterestedly — vivekinah ) have no desire for the fruits even 
in doing such deeds as giving a gift, etc., instead of this, such 
deeds being of the nature of “ self-complete causes ” produce 
the fruit in the form of religious merit ( dharma ) which is 
only of a superior quality. 

Therefore, it must be admitted that there is always an 
invisible fruit good or bad of any action whatsoever, whether 
it be good or bad, because otherwise there will be no propriety 
( anupapatti ) of the existence of innumerable transmigrating 
souls. 

To demonstrate the same the author says : — 

Ihara adittharahiya savve muccejja te apayattenam i 
Adittharambho ceva kesabahulo bhavijjahi ti 73 it ( 1621 ) 

II II 
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Itaratha’drstarahitah sarve mucyeranste’prayatnena | 
Adrstarambha eva klesabahulo bhavet || 73 ( 1621 ) ] 

Trans.— 75 Otherwise, they being without an unseen 
{ fruit of their actions viz. cultivation, etc.) will be all of them 
freed ( from transmigration ) without any effort ( to be free ) on 
their part. And the performance (arambha) of { the good deeds 
like a gift to a worthy recepient dana, etc., which give the ) 
unseen ( good rewards ) will be itself (eva) the cause of much 
trouble ( lit. that in which there is much trouble ). (1621) 

5 % mi ^ 

%nm mm sri^, ¥R-%mi«iRi^TT3ii|aTm?:g- 

^rJITT^l¥r%^rT- 

38RRi‘idr , ^ 

=1^ II V9^‘ ( ) II 

D. C. -Otherwise— If no unseen ( evil ) reward of evil 
deeds like cultivation of land, injury to living beings etc., 
be assumed ( to accrue to the agent along with their visible 
reward in the shape of corn ) ‘ They ’ — those who do those 
unseen evil deeds. They would be, all of them, freed without 
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any effort of their own immediately after death, there being 
no invisible evil fruit ( of their evil deeds like cultivation of 
land ), i. e., they will attain Liberation, because there would 
be no reason for their transmigration. And, then, the author 
means, the world of transmigration would be mostly empty; 

[ Now, the latter half of the verse ] Adrstaramhha the per- 
formance of meritorious deeds like ‘ dana ’ ‘ a gift to a 
worthy reeepient, etc., the fruits of which are invisible ( or 
the unseen principle ). This performance itself would be 
kles'ahahulah i. e., its result will be bad as it will be the cause 
of wandering in the mundane world. To explain the same — 
Those who perform the deeds of ‘ ddna ' ‘ a gift to a worthy 
reeepient ’ etc., would by performing them, aim at (anuhandham 
vidadhyuh) the invisible fruit; then, in a succeeding birth while 
experiencing the maturity of that fruit ( i. e., the object of 
enjoyment resulting from it ) they being propelled by it would 
be once again active in doing the same deeds of ddna, etc,, 
then again by earning their fruit, the experience of its matu- 
rity ( will result ) and once again, the performance of the 
deeds of ddna etc. In this way, they will have trans migratory 
existence consisting of an endless series. 

♦ ^ 1 ) Here we beg to differ from the commentator, who 
seems to us, to have missed the force of hUsa in the original 
verse. The author seems to mean that if we do not assume 
the evil unseen fruit of the evil deeds of krsi etc., then we 
have one out of two possibilities viz., all souls will be liberated 
immediately after their death, and ( 2 ) if we do not assume 
the conclusion, then, we shall have to take performance of the 
good deeds of ddna etc., as partly giving their good rewards 
and also partly but unfailingly giving the bad rewards leading 
to misery in a succeeding birth in this world. In this latter 
case, the performance of good deeds alone (eva in the verse) 
will be cause of much misery ( klesa ). We have to explain 
the great deal of misery in this world. We take it as an 
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invisible result of either bad deeds like krd or of good deeds 
like dana alone. If we do not make either of these two 
assumptions, then, we should have no misery in the world 
and every soul should be freed from the world immediately 
on-' departure from this world. Thus, the latter half of the 
verse is meant to lead to the contingency of assuming the 
good deeds alone as the cause of the misery of the soul, and 
thus the cause of the samsdra of the soul. The commentator, 
- however, does not seem to us to emphasise the contigency of 
this assumption, that he takes the good deeds as cause of the 
worldly existence which may be in the form of repeated en- 
joyment in a series of successive births of only the good 
rewards of good deeds, there being no bad rewards of good 
deeds — TAe Translator's Note. 

To the above view of the Siddhdntin, an opponent may 
raise an objection as follows : — Let the case may be as you 
suggest, i. e., let the good deeds alone be assumed to give an 
unending series of births and deaths. What inconsistency 
( hddhd ) will there be in our system ( if the good deeds alone 
be the cause of transmigration ). 

To this objection, we reply — the following will be the 
greatest inconsistency for you : — All souls will attain Liberation 
there being no collection of ( bad ) invisible fruit by those 
who perform the bad deeds viz., cultivation of the land, 
injury to living beings, etc., and in that case, not a single 
person performing those ( bad ) deeds ( of cultivation of land 
etc. ) will be found anywhere in the world, and not a single 
person experiencing the maturity of their rewards which are 
evil will be seen anywhere; and only persons who perform 
the good deeds of ddna etc., and experience the maturity of 
their rewards which are good, will be found everywhere. And 
such is not the world which we see. 

( t ) In our opinion, this objection and its reply show 
the weakness of the commentary. The opponent, will receive 
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the reply as a welcome conclusion ( ) and say that 

even though we do not at present find the world as occupied 
only by those who do the good deeds and get the good rewards, 
let it be so in future according to our assumption, since the 
assumption leads to a welcome result. Even though no body 
would get Liberation, the world in any case would be better than 
it is now; “ Na caivam drsyatc ” is, in any case not justified 
by any word in the original verse. — The Translator’s Note. 

An opponent may ask “ What, therefore.” So, the author 
replies : — 

3Tr^|*Tr%?i’^^r i 

Jamanitthabhogabhajo bahutaraga jam ca neha maipuvvam I 
Aditthanitthaphalam koi vi kiriyam samarabhai li 74 (1622) 

Tena padivajja kiriya aditthegantiyapphala savva | 
Ditthanegantaphala savi aditthanubhavena ii 75 (1623) 

Tmi ii vsy ii {IkRR) 

II I! - 

Yadanistabhogabhajo bahutarak»i yacca neha matipurvam i 
Adrstanistaphalam kascidapi kriyam samarabhate \\7i ( 1622 ) 

Tena pratipadyasva kriya’drstaikantikaphala sarva I 
Dj-stenaikantikaphala sapyadystanubhavena II 75 ( 1623 ) ] 

Trans.— lA-1^ Since a great majority of souls experience 
undesired objects, and since none whatsoever is this world, 
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intentionally performs a deed giving an invisible and undesired 
reward, therefore, do conclude that all actions ( good and bad) 
invariably give an unseen fruit and that action ( which produces 
a drsta fruit ) does not invariably produce a visible fruit because 
of -the power of the adrsta { the evil )unseen of the doer.f 

mi i I 

i^ns^vrr m r%^T, 

3^’T^-3r|[^r%^T#¥raTT^sf 
3ST|0TT%^ ^ 1 

3i5rif— ;T?^^5Rf5(;qT^»^iqK^T?Tfq «i5rF%, ^ 

^ hts^st- 

^is’iR^r i%=^T ?iT%^5r!^?T?j^Tf ^tsfq 

^ ^sfq f ^^iTt 1 

i?r^N ^ i% 

m Tmm sr^s ^m, qg 

“[■ Vide our noto at the end of the coinineiitary on vcu'ge 1621* 
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D. O . — ‘‘ Since objects ” means “ because in this 

world innumerable beings are found to be only unhappy due 
( janita ) to the maturity of evil actions; ” it also means “ Only 
few are those who enjoy happiness which depends upon 
( nibandhana ) the maturity of good actions, ” Tena-because 
of that reason, 0 gentle student ! know that ( i. e. conclude 
that ) each and every action good or bad, is adrstaikantika 
phala i. e., such as gives a reward which is invariably of the 
form of a ( new ) action which is unseen and both good and 
bad. Thus, “ anistahliogdbhajo hahutarakdh ” is to be connected 

with “ tena sarva ” the first half of the succeeding verse 

( v/1623 ). The sense of the sentence is as follows : — Because 
in this world we find a great majority of beings to be 
suffering and only a few to be enjoying, we should infer 
that in the case of the suffering, the fruit of the unseen 
principle ( adrsta ) in the form of “ evil karma based upon 
{ nibandhana ) activities like cultivation of land, trade, injury 
to living beings etc,, has ripened, but in the case of the rest 
( the enjoying ) the fruit of the unseen principle ( adrsta ) 
in the form of good karma produced by ( hetuka ) the activities 
of giving a gift to a worthy recipient has ripened. An oppo- 
nent may ask “ Why not the reverse of what you say ? The 
reply is as follows :-Just because in the world only those who 
do evil activities are in a majority and only those who perform 
good deeds are in a minority. 

Here the opponent argues :-~If even those who do evil 
deeds get a fruit in the form of an adrsta ( in addition to the 
cZrsta or visible fruit e. g., the crops by means of cultivation 
of the land ), then why is it that, just like one who does 

f The word " karma ” is here used in the sense of samdta karma 
which is also called adrsta — Tr. 
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the deed of dana^ that man also who does the evil deed is 
never found to hold an expectation for that adrsta ? 

To this the reply is: — ‘And since etc.’ And because 
none in this world does intentionally i. e., with a previous 
expectation ( asamsa huddhi purvikam ) such deed as would 
give a fruit unseen and evil. It is due to this reason that no 
body is found to hold an expectation for the evil unseen 
( adrsta ) [ while he does the deeds of krsi etc ]. Therefore, 
conclude that all actions ( good like ddna and bad like hrd ) 
whatever invariably give a result which is adrsf/x ( unseen ), 

What other qualifications do actions possess ? To this 
the reply is : — " ditthdiieganta phala tti ’’ ( beginning of the 
latter half of v. 1623 ). All actions — cultivation of land, trade, 
etc., bear a visible ivmt viz., the acquision of corn, money etc,, 
which is not absolute i. 6 ., which is not invariably accruing 
( anavasyam hhdvi ). It means that every action invariably 
'produces an invisible fruit; but the visible fruit which is to be 
produced is not absolute or invariably happening i. c., some 
action produces it and some action does not produce it. And 
this uncertainty of the visible fruit must be accepted as the 
effect of the power of an adrs^ ( a -destiny of the man who 
does the deed of krsi etc., ) because when one out of two or 
many persons who do the same action ( e. g., cultivation of 
land ) with the same means, suflfers the loss of his visible 
fruit (crops) while another does not, it never happens without 
a cause in the form of adrsta, the evil unseen. Moreover, this 

has been already explained in this very book.t 

• 

[ The commentator is anxious to explain ‘ savva kiriyd ’ 
as all actions good ( like ddna ) and bad ( like krsi ); but it is 
very difficult to explain how the good actions ( like ddna ) 

f When the crops of a cultivator fails, the failure is due to his 
adrsta and not to his action of cultivation which is a drsta or 
visible deed. 
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can bear a visible fruit ( diuhaneganta phala, ); so even the 
commentator has somehow to explain it as referring only to 
the bad actions like krsi etc. 

We hold that by smva hiriya we should take only the had 
actions like cultivation of land, trade, etc. The purpose . of 
the verse is to explain how all bad actions bear invariably a 
bad fruit which is invisible ( adittha ) and how even the visible 
fruits which these bad actions bear and which the agent 
intentionally aims at, are uncertain and therefore the result 
of the man’s adrsta, the invisible karma. The visible action 
which a man does e. g., h'si bears two kinds of fruits invisible 
and visible^ both of which are dependent upon the man’s adrsta 
( aditthdnubhavena ). Since we find most people suffering and 
since we find that none does any bad action even e. g. k'rsi 
with the intention that the result be bad and invisible i. e. - 
that he may be unhappy in his next life as a result of krsi, 
we must conclude that all bad actions like krsi give invariably 
an adrda invisible bad result. 

Thus, in our opinion the proper conclusion (padivajja) from 
the whole of v, 1622 is the first half of v. 1623. The latter 
half of V. 1623 is only an additional remark. The commentator 
• connects the first half of v. 1623 with first half of v. 1622 and 
the latter half of the former, with the latter half of the latter. 

As the latter half of v. 1622 refers only to adrsta anista, it cannot 
be connected with the latter half of v. 1623 ’which refers only 
to the drstp phala and traces it to adrsta karmas. Tr. ] 

Or, of what avail is this trouble ^ ‘ Karma ’ is a. foregone 

conclusion. By what argument ? He replies : — ^ 

qT%RqioT mff \\^\\\ 

Ahava phalau kammam kajjattanao pasahiyam puvvam i 
Paramanavo ghadassa va kiriyana ■tayain phalam bhinnam ||76 (1624) 
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[ srsTWT mi I 

T^5FtTor#t f^^MT II 'S^ II ( ) 

Athava phalat karma karyatvatah prasadhitam piirvam I 
Paramanavo ghatasyeva kriyanam tat phalam bhinuam || 76 (1624)] 

Tr&ns.—lt Or rather, ‘ karman ’ is already proved from 
the fruit ( i. e., the special fruit ) /. e., from ( the fact that, that 
special fruit is ) an effect. Just as the atoms of a pot ( are 
different from a pot ) the effect of actions is different from 
those actions. ( 1624 ) 

^ ^ it ^OTT It I 

it^^ ! qlt w, liK ^ d ^^4 It 

Jo tullasahananam phale viseso na so vina heum 1 
Kajjattanao Goyama! ghado vva, heu ya so kammam U (verse 1613) 

iTTSfNf 5rT»T^ifTf4t I ? 

^STT ^Rof . 

I fg’^ g|^ ^ %^TornT- 

mfTi5 gr^g^ l ^gg; 2 gi^gj flpgr^gt f4’5iq[, 
gjgur: gjig^gig^, fgjgpiif g^RiirtgTg;t %- 

f|fl qtqs 11 ) II 

D. (7.— Or. there is a diflference as to the frait achieved, 
though those who try to achieve it, use the same and equal means. 
That difference cannot take place without a cause, 0 Gautama ! 
like the pot, that cause is karma ’’ on account of the fact 
that that ( difference ) is an effect. 

While explaining this verse we have already proved 
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‘‘ karma, ” Whence ? He replies — “ From the fruit i. e., from 
that difference in the fruit ( achieved by different people with 
equal means ). ” How is ' karrm ’ proved on the strength of 
that difference of fruit ? He replies : — 

“ From its being an effect, ” i. e., because that difference- of 
fruit is an effect. There is invariably a cause corresponding 
to what is an effect, just as atoms of earth are the cause of 
a pot, ” and in this case the cause is an action. “ The effect 
of actions is different from those actions ” and it can be proved 
here that that very ‘ harman ’ is the unseen fruit of all actions 
whatever. What kind of action is it ? It is different from those 
actions. Since this ‘ harman ’ is an effect and since actions 
are the cause, and since an effect and a cause must be mutually 
different, the ‘ harman ’ is different from those actions. 1624 

The author states an objection to this and its reply: — 

iivsvsii 

Aha nanu muttamevam muttam ciya kajjamuttimattao i 
lha jaha muttattanao ghadassa parmanavo mutta n 77 (1625) 

[ II 

If ’TW'irtt II )• II 

Aha nanu murtamevam murtameva karyamurtimattvat t 

lha yatha murtatvato ghatasya parmanavo mtirtah || ( 1625 ) ] 

Trans . — 77 ( The opponent will say, ) Then the action 
( karman ) has a physical form ( murta We (the Siddhantin) 
would reply, “ The action has indeed a physical form because 
its effect ( viz., the body ) has a physical form. In this world 
the atoms ( paramarius ) the cause of the pot, the effect which 
has a physical form, will have also a physical form.” ( 1625) 
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^ srrat^ i 

q^?T ^i?f 5|g ^RUTTiR mj 'T^frrifsr:, 

^ ^ ^«TT fR^qrr^T% I ^T^T^TN^ 

%|Tf^^^, ^ JI^TTSS^^T^q I STTf— ^ 

i=^-lJ^T^^sfq ^mt m^^^f ^quTts^^f^ 

JTT^fg I 5T f| I ^ 

^ 

l^^^m^-’TRTsfl-fw^Tf^^r? II 

^'S ( ) II 

D. C . — The opponent asks “ If on the ground that we can 
see ( physically ) the body, etc., which are the effects, the 
karman is proved to be their cause, then, on the ground that 
the effect has a physical form, the karman also will have to 
be admitted as something having a physical form. ” 

The Acarya replies :> — “ Karman has indeed a physical 
form,.. ” What we intend to prove with great effort, you 
also have already proved with an intention to lead us to an 
unacceptable position, because your intelligence is like that of 
a child ( or a fool ) who does not know the doctrine of others. 
To explain the same — We also say K karman is nothing but 
possessed of -a physical form, because its effect, the body, etc., 
has a physical form. In this world, the causes of the various 
effects having a physical form are also possessed of a physical 
form e. g., the atoms which are the cause of a pot. And if 
an effect is without a physical form, its cause is not possessed 
of a physical form e. g., Atnian which is the cause of knowledge 
{^j^na ). And in this discussion the essential cause ( samavayi 
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l^irana ) is the topic of consideration and not the objects which 
are only the instrumental causes, such as the form ( ru'pcjt. \ the 
light ( aloha ) etc. 

The opponent will argue — “ The pleasure, the pain, etc., 
are also of the nature of effects ( like the body, etc. ). He rice, 
since they have no physical form, we would argue that the 
karman is also devoid of a physical form, because the rise of 
something devoid of a physical form is not possible (or reasonable) 
as taking place from something which has a physical form. 
Nor is it possible that one and the same thing be both murta 
( possessed of a physical form ) and a-murta ( devoid of a 
physical form ) since that would be self-contradictory. " 

To this objection we reply :• — Indeed, for this very reason, 
the intimate or essential cause only is taken as the topic of 
our consideration and we have ezoluded the discussion of the 
instrumental cause. As the pleasure, the pain, etc., are the 
properties of the soul ( Atman ), the soul alone is their essential 
cause, while karman is only the instrumental cause, while 
karman is only the instrumental cause of the pleasure, the pain, 
etc., just as are the food, the drink, the poison of a snake, etc. 
Thus there is no flaw in our doctrine. 1625 

The Adarya mentions also other arguments proving the 
physical nature ( murtalva ) of an action ( karman ): — 

If ^ I 

ti vsc ii 

Taha suhasamvittio sambandhe veyanubbhavao ya i 
Bajjhabalahanao parinamao ya vinneyatn ii 71 ( 1626 ) 

Ahara ivanala iva ghadu vva nehai kaya balahano | 
I^hiramivodaharanaim kammaruvittagamagaim ii 79 ( 1627 ) 
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'TRiITJTig W ^6 ( ) II 

sniR ^z ^5f^T«rR: i 

^^rflT^T^rR II vs’^ ( ?^5iv9 ) II 

Tatha sukhasamvitteh sa'mbandhe vedanodbhavacca 1 
Bahyabaladhanat parinarDacca vijneyam || 78 ( 1626 ) 

-Ahara ivanala iva ghata iva snehadikrtabaladhanah | 
Kstramivodaharonani karmartipitvagamakani || 79 ( 1627 ) ] 

Trans. — 78-79 Also the fact that the karman has a 
physical form should be admitted because in the association 
( with the karman ) the consciousness of pleasure, etc., (becomes 
possible ) and because of the rise of experience of heat 
( vedaria ) when one is in association ( with the karman )t 
because it is possible to add to the strength of the ‘ karman ’ 
by external means and because of the fact that karman 
undergoes change. 

The following four illustrations are conclusive for the fact 
that karman has a physical form ( and are to be taken re- 
spectively with each of the four arguments stated in the above 
verse — ( 1 ) Like food, (2) like fire, (3) like the addition of strengh 
made by means of oil, etc , to a pot of earth, (and) (4) like the 
( change of ) milk. ( 1626-1627 ) 

I ^ 

II ^«rTs?ir^[?niTT:, 

I mjf mm 

mm ^ 

-j- Thus ‘ Sambandhe ' is to be construed with both suhasamvitti 
and veyanublhava. 
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I 5«irt ^ ^ gg[?r?'JTT 

^«rT ^zif ff ^^^rT^RiT-fwfT^r^: 

^5^, ^«IT ^fT^^rss^?|iIR^if qst, 

^ WTlPI«^TRTr^l5^3t'l^3r«T: 

^’E^rig; g^r% i ^«it, 

qr^i^fT^, I <3:^?TT#'^i li^ri^'jnr^ 

II v9c:-vs^ ( ) II 

D. G . — The four illustrations stated in the second verse 
should be respectively taken as those of the four arguments 
presented in the first verse viz .: — The karman has a physical 
form (^murtam) because of the experience of pleasure etc. when 
one is united with that karman: in this world that in association 
with which the pleasure etc. are experienced is found to be 
something having a physical form, just as the food one eats 
etc; and there is no experience of pleasure etc. in association 
with that which is without a physical shape, just as in connec- 
tion with the ether. 

But in association with that i. e., karman we do experience 
pleasure etc. therefore, the karman has a physical form. 
Similarly, that in association with which a burning sensation 
arises is found to be something having a physical form, just as 
in association with the fire, and the rise of a burning sensation, 
pain occurs when one is in association with the karman\ 
therefore, it has a form. Here the author states an objection 
and its reply: — 

3Tf ft I 

fti^r qft’nGTT ^ ii ii 

Aha mayamasiddhameyam parinamau tti so vi kajjao i 
Siddho parinamo se dahiparinamadiva payassa ii 80 { 1628 ) 


16 
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Tft«irnr^gr^^r 5[wf^«irmTf^5r \\ 6o u ( ) 

Atha matamasiddhametat parinaraaditi so’pi karyat | 

Siddhah parinamastasya dadhiparinamadiva payasah II 80 (1628 ] 

Trans. — 80 Again ( the opponent will say ) this { i. e. 
Karmarupaiva) could not be accomplished by ( virtue of ) tne hetu 
that, it undergoes change. ( But ) even that is due to Karya. 
Just as the mutability of milk is established by the mutability 
of curds, its mutability could ( also ) be established ( by that 
of Karya ). ( 1628 ) 

^ TRonf^r^TTd; ^ I 

mi ^sfq qRontr: t%5: 

IRirrJTTd; ^TROnPlr# %T^d II II ( ) 

D. O . — Again, you would believe that Karman is asiddha 
by reason of its parinama. But that is not proper. The pari- 
ndmitva of Karman, is apprehended from the parindmitva of its 
Kdryas like Sartra etc. For, when the effect is mutable, 
mutability of the action is automatically recognized, just; as the 
mutability of milk is recognized from the parindma of its 
Karya viz, curds, in the form of butter-milk. 

Agnibhuti asks : — 

Rm m 3[M ? iic?u 

Abbhadivigaranam jaha vecittam vina vi kammena i 

Taha jai sainsarinam havejja ko nama to doso ? ii 81 ( 1629 ) 

[ sr^TTf^T^^RIiTT fq;TTfq ^^ITT I 

m wR«n[f ^rt ? lut ii ( ) 
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Abhradivikaranam yatha vaicitryam vinapi karmana i 
Tatha yadi samsarinam bhavet ko nauia tato dosah 11 81 (1529)] 

Trans . — 81 Just as a variety of visible changes in the 
clouds etc. is apprehended even without ( the help of ) Knrman 
in the same way, what harm is there if it is so in the case of 
mundane souls also ? ( 1629 ) 

^ : 

II II ( ? W ) 

D. Q . — A variety of various visible changes in the clouds 
is apprehended even in the absence of Karman. In the same 
way, in the case of mundane souls also, there would be no 
harm if we believe that a variety of vikdras like sukha^ duhkha 
etc. exists without the help of /barman. 

The Acdrya replies : — 

^ ^ T%^T I 

Kammammi va ko bheo jaha bajjhakkhandhacittaya siddha i 
Taha kammapoggalana vi vicittaya jivasahiyanam ii 82 ( 1630 ) 

[ ^TT ^ ^r«rT i 

Karmani va ko bhedo yatha bahyaskandhacitrata siddha | 

Tatha karmapudgalanamapi vicitrata jivasahitanam || 82 ( 1630 )] 

Trans. — 82 ( Then ) w'^hat difference ( would it make ) 
even in the case of Karman ? Just as the variegation of 
external objects is proved, variegation of the Karmapudgalas 
could also be proved. ( 1630 ) 
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gf| 

2 1 ^3 I ^sTT 

#5[o^T^r!ffr ^Tir^^j^rr^rf Rf^sr^r ^rq^sfq m^r, 
5r^T^«irT?g^mTflffq 

lR5q^T^a[?cr5[T^sfq 

^f| I ^«it qnif^^T?crt^ ^tr: IU^(?^^®)H 

D. 0. — 0 Saumya ! If forms such as a house, a temple, 
a wall, black, green, red etc. are believed as the variety of visible 
changes like a gandharva city or a rain-bow in the sky, what 
harm is there if the same kind of variety is accepted in 
the case of Karman also ? Variegation of objects having 
external forms is admissible to you. Now, the internal K<xrma- 
skandhas consist of the same substance as the hahya skandhas; 
and on the top of that, they are alive. Moreover, as they 
produce sukha, duhkha etc. as their vikaras there is all the 
more reason to admit vaicitrya of the Karma-pudgalas. Thus 
when various transformations in the case of lifeless hdhyd 
fudgalas are admitted, they are all the more acceptable in the 
case of Karma-pvdgalas which are surrounded by the cetanajivas. 

I 

Bajjhana cittaya jai padivanna kammano visesena i 
Jivanugayassa maya bhattina va sippinatthanam ii 83 ( 1631 ) 

[ qrin^TT srf^WT • 

Tirrr ^jnmR ii^^ ii (IW) 

Bahysnam citrata yadi pratipanna karmano visesena i 
Jivanugatasya mata bhaktinamiva ailpinyastanUm U 83 ( 1631 ) ] 
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Trans. — 83 If variety ( in the case ) of external ( objects ^ 
is established, variety ( in the case ) of Karman which is surr- 
ounded by soul should ( all the more ) be accepted ( as positive 
like the variety of forms laid down in a piece of art. ( 1631 ’ 

jrf^«T5ir, gfi ^k^- 

w’it 

griT^irr^ i ^ ^- 

%r^ II ) II 

D. O . — Now that you have accepted eitrata in the form 
of manifold transformations in the case of hahya-pudgalas like 
cibhra etc. which are not surrounded by jtva, you shall have 
to accept the same in the case of Karma-pudgalas also as they 
have already been surrou.ided by jtvas. 

Again, the oitralM of forms drawn by an artist in painting, 
sculpturing, carpentry etc. is peculiarly distinct from the citraTd 
of the manifold vilMras of hahya-pudgalas like rain-bow etc., 
while in the case of Karma-pudgalas also, the parindmacitratd 
is peculiarly distinct from the other two varieties, firstly because 
it gives rise to alterations like sukha, duhhha etc. and .secondly 
because it is aided by jtva. 

Again, the opponent asks : — 

m ^ m RT^T? I 

N \K^[\ 

To jai tanumettam ciya havejja ka kammakappana nama ? 1 
K.ammam pi nanu tanu cciya sanhayarabbhantara navaram || (1632) 



•; 118 


Jinabhadra Gani’s 


[The se’cond 


^^rlrq ?ri ^WK^^ ii <iv ii ( X^%R) 

Tato yadi tanumatrameva bhavet ka karma-kalpana nama ? | 
Karroapi nanu tanureva suksmatarabhyantara navaram i| 84(1632)] 

Trans.— %A Now, if Karman is itself the body, why 
should Karman be assumed at all ? That is not proper. In 
fact Karman is also a body though subtle and interior to a 
' great extent. ( 1632 ) 

I STT# ^q- 

f^q-i?q-^:^rf^WTq: ^q^rrq^ jrqmrT^rq^TTqf iq^sr^q^qf 

^qo[j qfq^^qqi, qiqT^q qq^^Tiq s^^qRoiTql^’q^q fk^- 

2 I qqqTqTI-'^ 5RR I srqqfqqTqi-qiT^ITf^- 

^RRTfqq qqtqf^’qq^iqqT??^, gf| qj^rffq ^i^or- 

^^Traqf^gRi^i qqTswr^fqq5TRi;qTi[^qR^tR’qq^-iq- 
«TTq^, q«iT qfl’q; qR-^qqiq^ 2 ifq qiq: 

D. O'.— The opponent — Now that Karma-pudgalas have 
been accepted as having variegated transformations like various 
visible changes in clouds etc. this body also, which is ‘pratyahsa 
to all, can undergo a number of alternations by virtue of its 
svabhdva in the form of sitrupa, kurupa, sukha, duhkha etc. 
And hence, it is not at all necessary to assume an intervening 
agent like Km'man for the production of 'mrira etc. For, a 
variety of visible changes in the case ol all pudgalas is accom- 
plished by its very svahhdva. 

The Accirya — Because we take the vaicitrya of tanu as 
being similar to that of various vikaras in ahhra etc. the 
Karman should also be taken as tanu. This Karmana body 
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is very subtle as it is beyond ' the cognizance of senses and 
it is of an interior nature because it is so closely connected 
with j^va. So, vicitrata in the case of a Karmana sartra 
should be recognized just as variegation of an external gross 
object is apprehended as that of vikaras of the clouds etc. •. 

Again, the author states an objection and its reply : — 

#T i 

ii ii ( ) 

Ko tie Vina doso thulae savvaha vippamukkassa i 
Dehaggahanabhavo tau ya sadisaravocchitti ii 85 { 1633 ) 

[ T%?TT mm I 

Kastaya vina dosah sthulaya sarvatha vipramuktasya i 
Dehagrahanabhavastatasca samsaravyavacehittih I) 85 ( 1633 ) ] 

Trans . — 85 ( The opponent will say — ) What harm is 
there in ( believing ) its absence ? ( The reply is — ) It is 
impossible for (the soul) liberated from a gross body to enter a 
( new ) body in that case; and ultimately a ( complete ) break-off 
of the .mundane world ( will follow ). ( 1 633 ) 

r%T 1 1 3rT=^r^: RTf-TT^or^T^ 

II dH ( ) II 
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D. C . — The opponent — We recognize the variety of sthvior 
mrtra by virtue of its being prcU^yaksa. But we cannot appre- 
hend the variety of a suksma mrtra as it is absolutely Orpratyaksa 
(imperceptible). Hence, ifwedonot accept the suksma-mrtra 
at all, will you kindly tell me what difficulty would arise ? 

Acarya — ^If the suksma Karmana mrtra is not accepted, 
in its absence the soul when liberated from the sthula-sartra 
after death, will not be able to enter the new body at the next 
' birth. For, this Karmana 'mrtra is the only agency through 
which a new body could be attained in the next birth. So, in 
case this suksma karmana sartra is not accepted, jtva will not 
enter a new body after death and ultimately the whole of the 
mundane world will become disjuncted in absence of effort on 
the part of jtvas. 

And even if it were so, what would happen ? 

^ 50Tr ii h 

Savvavimokkhavatti nikkaranau wa savvasaifisaro i 
Bhavamukkanam va puno sarfisaranamao anasao ii 86 ( 1634) 

WT i| 1| ( ) 

Sarvavimoksapattir-niskaranako va sarvasamsarah | 
Bhavamuktanam va punah samsaranamato’na^vasah ii 86 (1734)] 

Trans. — 86 ( In that case ) all will attain Mokia ; the 
whole of mundane world would become useless; those who 
are exempted from existence will have birth and re-birth ; and 
there will be no consolation for Moksa even. ( 1634 ) 

3r«Traf)[^T«JiTJifq gfl 



Vada 3 Ganadharavada *: 121 :• 

II ) II 

D. G . — In that case there is disjunction of the entire 
mundane world; all the living beings will attain mokha. Again 
those that are bodiless will also wander in the world along 
with others that have bodies; the mundane world will become 
nisharana or good-for-nothing. Moreover, Siddhas that are 
exempted from existence will also have to fall back into samsara ■ 
and hence into the cycle of birth and re-birth. Ultimately 
there will be no consolation even in moksa. Thus, along with, 
disjunction of the entire mundane world, all the above-stated 
difficulties will arise if Karman is not admitted as the cause 
of variety. 

Again the opponent asks : — 

Muttassamuttimaya jivena kaham havejja sambandho ? i 
Somma 1 ghadassa vva nabhasa jaha va davvassa kiriyae ii (1635) 

[ 1 1 

I W II II 

Murtasyamurtimata jivena katham bhavet sambandhah ? 1 
Saumya! ghatasyeva nabhasa yatha vadravyasya kriyayail 87(1635)] 

Trans . — 87 “ How can the corporeal ( Karman) be related 
to the incorporeal Jlva ? ” ( The Acarya replies ) O Saumya ! 

( Their relation is ) like the relation of ghata with sky or like 
that of substance ( dravya ) with action ( kriyd). ( 1635 ) 


16 
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w<t=^qT^i5T ?i¥r^T %- 

I s:5?ii^qTf T%?T^rssf^;rr{^q5^i ^^t^tt- 
ii^if g«rTS5rrR \\ c\d ( ii 

D. C. — Agnibhuti-Yon have already asserted that Karman 
is murta. Now, how could this murta Karman be connected 
with the amurta jiva either by means of the samavaya relation 
‘or even by Samyoga ? This is one more difficuly in the way 
of the accomplishment of Karman. 

nrw 

The Acarya — O blessed one ! just as a murta ghata is 
connected with the amurta akasa by means of samyoga and an 
object like finger is connected with kriya like contraction by 
* means of the samavaya relation, so, here also Karman is 
connected with j\va. 

The relation of j^va with Karman is proved in another 
way : — 

WT HfR I 

a cc II ( ) 

Ahava paccakkham ciya jivovanibandhanam jaha sariram i 
Citthai kammayamevam bhavantare jivasanjuttam ii ( 1636 ) 

luc ii ( ) 

Athava pratyaksameva jtvopanibandhanam yatha sariram | 
Tisthati karmanamevam bhavantare jivasamyuktam li 88 (1636)] 

Trans.— SS Or, just as the ( coarse ) body being perceptible 
( to the senses ) is connected with the soul ( in this world ) 
the Karmana body is connected with the soul in the next world. 
{ 1636 ). 
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m. 5rr%T?i^^ i m |r^-^wisvT^T%fTtxi 

ir^i^, ^f| ?=s^T??t 

fif ^T ^r^^Tjg; , ?tt ? l gf| 

^if ? I 31^ w^r%, # 

? i sr^iTflf ^sr^rfs w, gf| 
m , ^ds^i^^5r2[msrT^or 
^irTg[?i 3r^jrOT?(i 

3r«r ^ft 

’E^t^TiCT^ 5 tI^-‘ ^ ?r% II <i<i ( ) II 

D. C. — This sthula sarira, as it is pratyaksa aud connected 
with jiva^ moves its limbs here and there, in this world, while 
the Karmana saHra is connected with j^va in the next world. 

Here again, if you think that it is the sthula sarh'a — with 
dharma and adharma as its nimittas — that exhibits all movements 
when conneoed with jiva I would ask you to consider whether 
dharma and adharma are murta or amurta. 

In the first case, if you take dharma and adharma to be 
murta how could they be related to atman which is amurta f 
But, if their relation to atman is, anyhow, approved of by you, 
why should you not approve of their relation to Karman also ? 
Secondly, if you believe that dharma and adharma are a/murta 
they could not have any relation with the hahya and sthula 
body which is murta. For, according to you, connection between 
murta and amurta is improper. Thus, if dharma and adharma 
become the nimitta Tcdranas of all the gestures of body even 
though there is no mutual relation between them, the fault of 
atiprsahga would arise. Moreover, if these amurta dharma 
and adharma have been believed as being connected with the 
external murta sar\ra, what objection would there be to assume 
a similar relation between jtva and Karman f 
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Here there is an objection and its refutation — 

^ ^f?:nraTT^frfT| II II ( ) 

Mutteriamuttimao uvaghaya-’nuggaha kaham hojja ? 

Jaha vinnanainam mairapanosahaihim ii 89 ( 1637 ) 

T^fRT^lTHt II II ( 

Mtirtenamurtimata upaghata’nugrahau katham bhavetam ? i 
Yatha vijhanadinam madirapanau-sadhadibhih II 89 ( 1637 ) ] 

Trans.— ^9 “ How could the amurta { soul ) be supported 
or damaged by the murta (Karman) ? ” ( The answer is- ) In 
the way as vijtiana etc. are ( damaged or supported ) by a drink 
of wine, medicine etc. ( 1637 ) 

ii II 

D. C. — Agnihhuti — In fact, the amurta atman cannot feel 
joy or sorrow as an anugralia ( favour ) or upaghata ( offence ) 
by virtue of a murta 5^arma?^, just as the amurta akasa is neither 
supported nor •damaged by the murta sandalwood or fire-flame. 

Acarya — Desire for discussion of vijhana, moral courage, 
remembrance etc., are the amm’ta qualities of soul. These qualities 
are weakened by taking wine, poison, ant, a white thornapple ete.t 
and, are nourished by taking the murta drugs which contain 


f Popularly known as dhatura in Western India. 
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milk, ghee, sugar-candy etc. So the amurta jtva is also 
nourished or weakened by the murta Karman. 

t% i 

snfnuTpjwtdrTfTfwim^ra^ di ii ii ( ) 

Ahava neganto’yam samsari savvaha amutto tti i 
Jamanaikammasantaiparinamavannaruvo so || 90 ( 1631 ) 

[ gi^cn g:i«rTs^ i 

Athava naikanto’yam samsari sarvatha’murta iti i 
Yadanadikarmasantatiparinamapannarupah sah ii 90 ( 1638 )] 

Trans.— 90 Or, this mundane soul is not entirely amurta 
in the extreme. For, it has attained an alteration in the conti- 
nuous range of Karman, which has no beginning. { 1638 ) 

sfy^s i 

f rTJ ? I 

5nH ^ l 

I |T% 

3r%^?iRT^ 

II ) II 

D. Q. — Or, this samsari jiva is also not wholly avmrta 
because it has assumed an alteration distinct from the expanse 
of Karman. Atman is attached to Karman as agni is attached 
to an iron-rod. Now, since Karman is mutrn and atman is 
similar to Karman to a certain extent, the atman is also murta 
to a certain extent even though it is amurta by its svabhava. 
Consequently, the amurta and lustrous jiva feels anugraha or 
upaghata by virtue of a murta Karman while aka'sa being amurta 
and acetana feels neither anugraha or upaghata. 
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Then, how is the Karma-sanGana born ? The reply is : — 

Wcnwtif5>»nf 3 'Fiwt i 

Ifsfe ^ 5T iiraifr ! ^ 

Santano’nai u paropparam heuheubhavao t 

Dehassaya kammassa ya Qoyama ! biyam-kuranam va Ii91(l639) 

^ 1 5fV5rT-f^^T% II II ( ) 

Santano’nadistu parasparam hetuhetubhavat i 

Dehasya ca karmanasca Gautama ! bijahkurayoriva || 91 (1639)] 

Trans.— 91 And, O Gautama! as Karman and body are 
mutually related as the causes of each other like the seed and 
sprout, the continuous range of Karman will have no 
beginning. ( 1639 ) 

^ ii 

) II 

D. G . — The expanse of Karman has no beginning, as deha 
and Kaman are related to each other as hetu and hetumat. 
Just as a sprout is born of seed and the seed, in turn, is 
produced from the sprout; in the same way, Karman is also 
produced from deha, and deha, in turn, is born of Karman. 
Thus deha and Karman, are related as the causes of each other 
like Mja and ahhura. So, just as the continuous range of htja 
and ahkura or ^ita and putra is ancidi, that of deha and 
Karman should also be anddi. 
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Karman can be established by means of Veda-vacana also — 

r^if i 

^ \W<\\ 

Kamme casai Qoyama ! jamaggihottai saggakamassa i 
Veyavihiyam vihannai danaiphalam ca loyammi ti 92 { 1640 ) 

[ I i 

^ i\k II II ( ) II 

Karmani casati Gautama ! yadagnihotradi svargakamasya i 
Veda-vihitam vihanyate danadi phalam ca loke || 92 ( 1640 ) ] 

Trans.— 92 If, O Gautama / the existence of Karman 
is denied, rites like rhe performance of Sacred-fire for a person 
aspiring for Salvation and the reward of munificence etc. in 
this world prescribed by the Veda, would be refuted. ( 1640 ). 

5rr%f^f|^r5rTf^[% ii ) ii 

D. 0 . — If 0 Gautama ! The existance of Karman is 
denied the commandment of Vedas that a person desiring to 
attain Salvation can do so by performing agnihotra etc.- would 
be null and void. Again, the weliknown phalas like svarga 
etc. prescribed for actions like dana etc. would also be refuted, 
if you don’t believe in Karman. But that is not proper as it 
is opposed by “Kiriyaphala bhdvao danatnam phalam kiste vvaf ’’ 
etc. Hence you shall have to accept Karman with its anddi 
sanidna. 


t Vide V. 1615. 
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On the non-apprehension of Karnian^ if Is'vara etc. were 
taken to be the creators of the manifold variations in the world, 
a number of difficulties would arise, 

^ ?r a II ( ) 

^^r-sg^q’Tfsrt ft i 

ft II %2 II ( ) 

Kammamanicchanto va suddham ciya jivamisaraim va i 
Mannasi dehainam jam kattaram na so juito ii 93 ( 1641 ) 

Uvagaranabhavao niccettha’muttayaio va vi i 
fsaradeharambhe vi tullaya va’ navattha va n 94 { 1642) 

^ ^ ^ ivK: Ii II ( ) II 

qrrf^ l 

^rr II II ( ) il 

Karmanicchan va ^uddhameva jivamisvaradim va I 

Manyase dehadlnam yam kartaram na sa yuktah || 93 (1641) ] 

Upakaranabhavad nisoes’ta-’murtatadito vapi | 
fsvaradeharambhe’pi tulyata va’navastha va II 94 ( 1642 ) ] 

Trans.— 93-94 Or, denying (the existence of ) Karman, you 
might presume jiva itself-pure and simple-or Isvara etc, to be 
the creator of ( the objects like ) deha etc. But that is not 
so, since Jivas is void of means ( upakarana ) motion 
( cestd ) and form ( murtatd ). Even { in the case of ) deha 
etc. being accomplished by Isvara etc. either the 
same difficulties would arise or there would be disorder. 

( 1641-1642 ) 
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fr% ii 

flf^T ^^T?TRT%^5IT- 
*T^??r5r^«ri^^?^’T^?:oTi533iT^rg;, i^-€tr%trT^ 
jifor^qTt^qjqiirts^qrq^i i srsrqr, 3i;q«jT q^ift 
?nqj?rf sri^mg;, mi^ 

?us^Tq5rftqrqig[, ?rl»i^rqTg[, srr^rgiq^q, m\, q:^- 

i mi ^mri- 

3r^?(? ^'imriqf|g[f^i^- 

1 3i«TT?q: m^^ftqr^irrqqql^ I mt #sfq , 

m ? I R^q^E^ormr^t l^qTf^ 9q 

q^sq^m i isrq qr^^qi^, ml pqq?, ^stqqjiff f?i5r* 

^ Hm% ^^OTmrfl^qrfl i m ^^'tqqrqfrq^?^ I 

srqH’^qrq-qj, q^q^q^q it^qqqq^r 1 sirs ^ ^%qg[ ! 

If ritqf ^q 3?q i 

qq^^fq^plrl sqqjft^^mqqf: i 
qqHTTf^^^q IfiTfqj^^T i^ql, q^qr ^Rfq^qq^qtmg^, 
lRmq|q^q[, !RqqfqqTqqtii^=5^rgffqi srqqqfqqilq 
fqs^-qirif^sfq 5[S5q( ffq ii ) ii 

D. 0. — 0 Agmhhuti Gautama ! Leaving the Karman aside, 
it is absolutely improper to accept any one oi jiva, Isvara, 
kala ( Time ) avyakta { Vimu ) niyati ( Destiny ) or yadricoha 
( self-will ) to be the kartd of deha etc. 

It is not possible for jiva and Isvara etc, to accomplish 
Kdryas such as sarhxt etc, without the help of Karman. J\va 
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cannot accomplish objects like sartra on account of the follow- 
ing reasons : — 

( 1 ) If jiva is presumed to be the Karta of saHra etc, it 
must have some means to produce them. Just as a potter 
cannot produce a ghata without the help of an upakarana like 
dan^^ so also jiva cannot accomplish Kdryas like srira in 
absence of an upakarana. Now, jiva is not supposed to have 
any other upakarana except Karman in producing sarira etc. 
For, no other upakarana except Karynan can exist in the state 
of embryo etc. 

( 2 ) In the process of accomplishment of Karyas like 
sarira^ jiva would not be able to suck up semen, blood etc. 
without the help of Karman. 

( 3 ) Jiva cannot accomplish surira etc, on account of its 
inactive, incorporeal, and all-pervading nature like akdsa. 

Again, it is useless to believe that sariravan Is'vara 
produces each and every object such as deha etc. Because 
the above-mentioned difficulties are bound to arise in that case 
also. In absence of an upakarana, Is'vara like a potter without 
a danda, is not supposed to create his own body. Now here, 
it it is assumed that a second Is'vara creates the body of 
this Is'vara, consider whether that Is'vara has a body or not. 
If he has no body it is clear from what has already been dis- 
cussed that he cannot create sarira in absence of an upakarana. 
But if it is said_that a third Is'vara having a body creates 
the body of this Is'vara, a fourth Is'vara shall have to be 
supposed to ‘create the body of the third one, and a fifth 
Is'vara to create that of the fourth one, and so on until ultimately 
it results in an anavasthd which is not at all desirable. 

Thus it is clear that I/vara is not the creator of sarira 
etc. But in spite of that if it is believed that Is'vara creates 
sarira etc, consider whether he does so with or without any 
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purpose. If Is'vara creates body without any purpose he 
would be taken as frantic, and if he does so with some intention 

he would lose his Is'varatva. For a siddha and ariadi utman 
is not expected to cherish desire for creating deha etc, as 
desire is one of the forms of illusion and so on. A number 
of such arguments could be advanced in this connection, but 
for fear of grantha-mstdra ( extension of the work ) they are 
not stated here. But in line of the arguments stated above 
it can also be proved that neither Brahma nor Visnu nor any 
one else can be taken as the Kartd of sarlra etc. 

Is'vara therefore is not acceptable as the creator of sai'h'a 
etc., from any point of view, but jtva accompanied by the 
upakarana Karman, should alone be accepted as the kartd of 
sarira etc. 

^ urhii 

Ahava sahavam mannasi vinnana ghanai Veyavuttao 1 

Taha bahudosam Qoyama! tanam ca payanamayamatiho ii95li( 1643] 

[ i 

J ^ ^ II II ( 

Athava svabhavam manyase vijnfinaghanadivedoktat i 

Tatha bahudosam Gautama ! tesam ca padanamayamarthah !!95ll(l648) 

Trans.— 9^ Again, O Gautama ! if you think svabhavam 
{ to be the kartd of sarira etc ), from the sen,tences of the 
Vedas such as “ vijndna ghana ” etc, a number of difficulties 
will arise. But ( ca ) the real interpretation of those sentences 
is this. 
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fl ^T1|J II ? II 

^T5l1fT?'>5^T|tJIT f| ? I 

?ri^^F5:^T{^^f mf%5rj Rm?i: ? ii r ii 

^«iT ^«rT il ^ ii 

^ gsirs^f qrifT^qTn^ ^SJTTf 

^h wr, ? fr% irm: i ^ 

sr?TT«iTT«TT^r^ I 3irq?fTOT^^^T^T*T% f% 

t^^RJT^'iTTiTTriir^^wTg; ? i \k% f ^ 

sr^gf m ? I ?iT% gf| JTmF^rxoT i 

3T«rr^:, ^f| sr^t^rT^, %'?aR^iiRT^, ^^- 

sr^iRT^ur^T wm ^%kj%- 

frqqqq: gsTT ^ ^1% ^T^ilRTT^r^^ 

5*Ti^5rT%'!^itt'n^5r^f j i Bjfq =^, i?«rTr|g^TiRRq^ 

¥f^g[ I ^ ^3[T%t5f^* 

R^<TT^?q;, ^^ISHIRR^T?:;, 3rTR?rR[%m^RR ^ I 

m^JX T^5 1 5ri%R^^T^RRF^^ ^qrw- 

^^TR^RR HTcT I ;T ^ qwfsT” 
|?3TR^q 1 m ^4: 

I g-si[R?[i1 RiT^rn^wg;, rfH ?r 

^rorhI, sT^ltifR, jT^T^qg[, i^?Tmf|#q I 3r?r 

':pTRRTf^flr I 

srf? It’TTf^l^fRq^irqoTR ^iqgfj 
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^=5iT5q5r^i^mj, 

I 3g[T^gr5f^^^T?I ITIi I I STN^JS^S? I 

^ siH^cir^iTf^sr ^^^^?trRj : i i 

w^^-sTTp^'ir, 3rr%^ff^--3rf^?ir^JT . 
nipra I ^^5ir%-^^T%, ^mfk i ’t^^tk i 

I sTF^^-^g^tscr^TT^nr, 

^Tirg:, m 5 ^ 1 3T^¥5?f%R^^^ 

^xfT ^ Trr%: I mj, mfRq^ 

^3:q^TH ^n!^T^5?raqT^«R(R , 3r5n':|cr;fiR?E^ 

^?flT^^TrT5’q5r^l!3[qw^ I 

ir?iT^5Tr 

‘‘ |rqi8[tl% 

5rF^T^?i^t^rq|^^|^^R^5rmTT?^Tf^i ^ 5rg^, ^ 5 ^m^j- 

I ^^STT^^TR H ^TRf^^ ^fg^r5[T^rR, 

^T^’^RTT^, 3iq^Tf&r tf 5?rT^’T^ff^ I ^5r 

3I^^T5[^5 

P'r ^«rT ^sr 

HTPT IR ^ir5^ %^ 5qtf?;i STFliri’ JIR^g^cT W 

'^m 'uJ^ri ^ ? ffir %^i 

I »3[q: m 5r%r# 
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ii §:T3[w?rn 

^T^^F^3^T^ir«rRTR, I 

^^\^m 5:g5qT^ I « f^fR5r?r 

T%irR^?IT^^{ 5^T f 1^ I ^ =^ ^ 

^«TTf|— q;r^^-^Tqm^^g5rR5^^iTR ^snsq^^T 
^w* ^^T^TRJi: 5[^^TK^Tqf^[f ^1 qi^or^TTSTRTSr^ 
^ f % 5rRT?i^5r I srf^^, ^jffrTrnrmTT^^rR 

«?5r %^5rRRR, ^w* 5'j|jf ^^oTT Rq: ^\^^ ^jfoTT 

I R^ Jrf^'TlT^ II II 

D. C. — Y on, too ^ 0 Agnibhuti! like others presume S'va&/i.av« 
and svahhava only to be the karta of deha etc. on hearing the 
Fedapadas such as “ Vijiidiviglmna evaitehhyo hhutehhyah ” 
etc. It is therefore said by some people that — 

Sarvahetunirasamsam bhavanam janma varnyate | 
Svabhavavadibhiste hi nahuh svamapi karanam || 1 || 

Kajivakantakadinam vaicitryam kah karoti hi ? i 
Mayuracandrikadirva vieitrah kena nirmitah II 2 II 

Kadacitkam yadatrasti nihsesah tadahetukam i 
Yatha kantakataiksnyadi tatha caite sukhadayah Ii 3 u 

So," Gautama ! If you also hold the same view., viz, that 
svahhava is the kai'td of deha etc. a number of dosas will crop 
up. In the first instance, consider whether svahhava is ( 1 ) 
a vastuvis'esa ( an object in particular ) or ( 2 ) a-karanatd 
( causelessness ) itself or ( 3 ) vastudharma ( quality of 
an object ). 

( 1 ) Svahhava can never be recognized as a vastuvis'esa 
as there exists no pramdmt ( ground of assurance ) to prove 
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that it is a vastu. Now here, if you are prepared to accept 
an Orpramanaka ( unauthorized ) vastu as the vastu itself, you 
should also accept Karman as a vastu; for according to you, 
Karman is also a-pramanaka. Secondly, if that svabkava is 
vastuvis'esa, is it murta or amurta 1 If it is rmirta, it is nothing 
but Karman with a synonym of svabhava. If it is amurta it 
is not supposed to have any sort of upakarana and hence like 
'alms'a it can never be a karia of any object. Moreover, it is 
improper to accept an amurta svabhava to be the Havana of a 
murta karya such as deha etc. So, it is clear that svabhava is 
not a vastuvis'esa in any case. 

2. If svabhava were supposed to be a-kdranaid, all objects 
will have to be taken as being produced without cause and 
Kdrana will be absent uniformly at all places ; consequently all 
objects will have to be supposed to have been produced acci- 
dently all at a time. But it would be absurd to believe like 
that. For one that is produced spontaneously without any 
reason, does never possess, like the viHdras of abhra etc, a 
beginning or a definite form. Objects like s'asira should never 
be believed to have been born without cause, because they are 
produced by means of Karman, they are ddimdn and they 
possess a definite form as that of a ghato. This shows that 
such objects are produced by a kartd by means of an upaka- 
rana, and Karman is the only possible up>akarana in the state 
of embryo. So, Karman ought to be accepted as its real hetu 
and not the svabhava. 

3. Now, consider if svabhava can be taken as 'a vastu- 
dharma. If svabhava is supposed to be the quality of a vastu 
like dtman it would be amurta like dkds'a and hence it would 
not become the cause of s'arira etc. But there would be no 
objection if svabhava were taken to be the quality of a murta 
object. For, in that case, Karman will become a parydya of 
the svabhava of a murta object. So, we have no objection in 
accepting svabhava as a dharma of the murta object. 
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Moreover, 0 Aynibhuti ! you entertain doubt as regards 
Kctrman by hearing sentences such as ‘‘ ^mrusa evedam sarvam ” 
of the Vedas. According to you, the interpretation of those 
sentences is as follows : — 

“ Everything that is animate and inanimate, past and future, 
movable and immovable, distant and near, interior and exterior 
everything that is nourished by food, and one who is the lord 
of moksa — all this is purma and 23‘urusa alone. No other object 
as Knrman exists as distinct from this purma. 

Similarly, according to you, sentences such as “ vijhana- 
ghana ” also establish the non-existance of Karman. Because, 
in both the above-mentioned padas you interpret “ eva ” as 
referring to the non-existence of Karman, 

Your interpretation of the Veda-padas is not correct. 
Sentences like “ purusa evedam ’’ etc are meant to praise the 
atman and to establish the advaita — hhava in order to avoid 
the arrogance of jdti etc, but they are not meant to establish 
the non-existence of Karman. 

Sentences are generally divided into three kinds : — ( 1 ) 
Vidhivadapara i. e., sentences that are laid down as rules. 
( 2 ) Arthavadapara i. e., sentences that are laid down as the 
explanatory remarks and ( 3 ) Anuvddapara i. e., sentences 
that ai’e laid down as explanatory repetitions — “ Agnihotrom 
juhuyat svargakdmah ” is an example of vidhivdda. Arthavdda 
is of two kinds : — ( 1 ) Stuti-arthavdda and ( 2 ) Nindd artha- 
vdda. ■ Sentences such as “ pw'usa evedam sarvam ” etc, as 
well as those ‘‘ Sa sarvavid yasyaisa mahimd hhuvi vivye 
hrahmapure hyesd vyomni dtmdsu pratisthitastamaks'aram vedyate 
yastu sa sarvajna sarvavit sarvamevavives'a ” and “ ekayd 
purnaydhutyd sarvdn kdmdnavdpnoti ” etc, are also the examples 
of stuti-arthavdda. 

Again you may raise a question as to why the sentences 
like “ ekayd parnayd ” etc. be not taken as the illustrations 



Ganadharavada 


Vftda ] 


•: 137 


of Vidhivada. But if it illustrates Vidhivada, the rest of the 
anusthanas like agnihotra would be of no avaik 


In the sentence “ esa vaJia prathamo yajno yo' gnistomaah, 
ydneridnistavanyena yajate sa gartamahhyapatat ” the sacrifice 
of animals is censured and hence it illustrates the nindartha- 
vada. Lastly Veda-vdhyas such as “ dvadasamasah samvat 
sardh ” “ agnirusnah ” “ agni rhimasya bhesajam. ” etc., are 
anuvdda pradhdna as they state mere explanatory repetitions 
of well-known facts. 


It is, therefore, clear that Vedapadas like “ purusa evedam 
sarvam ” are meant to illustrate the stuti-arthavada. 


“ Vijnana ghana evaitehhyah ” etc. can be interpreted in 
this way — Atman, as an assemblage of kmivledge is distinct 
from hhutas and it itself is the kartd of the karyas such as 
saHra etc. Now that, it has become the kartd it must have 
a karana ( instrument ) to accomplish the Karyas, For, 
wherever there are kartd and kdrya there ought to be karana 
also. Like a forceps in the case of a blacksmith and iron-rod, 
Karman is used as an instrument in the accomplishment of 
Kdrays like sa^ra by Atman. So, you shall have to accept 
the existence of Karman. 

Moreover, Karman can be established by the help of 
Veda-vacanas like punyah punyena karmaim, papah pdpena 
karmar^ ” also. Thus Karman is proved by means of dgama 
also. Hence, leave all the doubts aside and know it for certain 
that Karman does exist and Karman is the only instrument 
to accomplish Karyas like sartra etc. 

\\%\n 

Chinnammi samsayammi Jinena jara-maranavippamukkenam | 

So samano pavvaio pancahim saha khandiya saehim ii96ii(1644) 


18 
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[ r%% 3r^i-iT^irrr%5ri%:T i 

^ ?rqorj srkf^^: m li i) ( ) 

Chinne samsaye Jinena jara-maranavipramuktena i 
Sa ^amanah pravrajitah pancabhih saha kbandikasataihii96ii(i644)] 

» 

Trans.— % When the doubt was removed by the Tirthan- 
kara who was entirely free from old age and death, the saint 
Agnibhuti accepted Diksa along with his five hundred pupils, 
( 1644 ). 


End of the Discussion with the Second Ganadhara, 



Chapter III 


Discussion with the Third Qanadhara. 

^ ^ ctf 3ft srtn^f i 

II %'S II 

Te pawaie soum taio agacchai Jinasagasam i 
Vaccami vandami vanditta pajjuvasami ii 97 ll ( 1645 ) 

[ ^ 3nir^T% i 

^!f*r II ^vs II ( ) 

Tau pravrajitau srutya tritiya agacohati JinasakaSam i 
Vrajami vande vanditva paryupase II 97 II ( 1645 ) ] 

Trans.— 91 Having heard that both of them ( Indrabhuti 
and Agnibhuti) had renounced the world, the third (Oamdhara) 
comes before the Tirthankara. { He thinks ) ; — 1 may go, pay 
my homage and worship him (1645). 

^snftr cTSTTi^rf^, =^“qt'TT^- 

qt'TTfl^ # II II ’ 

D. C . — On having heard that Indrabhuti and Agnibhuti 
had accepted the Diks'd (and were defeated,) the third ganadhara 
named Vdyubhidi approached Sramana Bhagavdn Mahdvira 
with an humble and obedient motive of bowing down to him 
and worshipping him. 
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And, what more did he think when he approached ? 

OTt I 

T%|?ruTq[;q't:qaTTiTt ^ 

M’TTOTre II (\\W) 

Sisattenovagaya sampayatninda-ggibhuino jassa i 
Tihuyanakayappanamo sa mahabhago’ bhigamanijjo Ii98ii (1646) 

Tadobhigamana-vandano-v^anaina hojja piiyapavo’ ham i 
Vocchinna samsao va vottum patto Jinasagase il 99 II (1647) 

II V li 

^xF^T ST# RJT^^T^ II II 

^isyatvenopagatau, sampratamindra’gnibhuti yasya I 
Tribhuvanakritapranamah sa mahabhago’bhigamaniyah Il98ii(l646)] 

Tadabhigamana-vandano-pasanadina bhaveyam putapapo’ham 
Yyavacchinnasamsayo vokta prapto Jinasakase ii 99 tl ( 1647 ) ] 

Trans— %~99 “ I should approach the revered Bhagvan 
Mafiavira whom Indrabhuti and Agnibhuti have recently 
accepted as their preceptor and to whom ( people of ) the three 
worlds 4 )ay their obeisances. Having approached him, I shall 
get myself purged of sins by bowing down to him and 
worshipping him, and I shall get my doubts cleared.” Having 
said so, he came to Sramana Bhagvan Mahdvira (1646-1647). 

Then what next ? 

srtflfi q 3rtf-3(^T-qvn<l’qgftoi i 

q qi%<n q ^jsqirn oi mooli (H8<) 
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Abhattho ya Jinenam iai-jara-maranavippamukkenam l 
Namena ya gottena ya savvannu savvadarisi nam ii 100 li (1648) 

[ 3ir5fTTH^^ 5rTT%'5r5[T-i?^iirf^!T5%;i i 

JTrerr ^ ^ ii ?oo h 

Abhasitasca Jinena jati-jara-maranavipramuktena | 

Nfimna ca gotrena ea sarvajiiena sarvadarsinft || 100 1| ( 1648 ) ] 

Trans.— \QQ He was addressed by his name and lineage ' 
by the Tirthahkara who was free from birth, old age, and 
death, who was all-knowing, and who had complete darsana 
( undifferentiated knowledge ). ( 1 648 ). 

D. 0. — Although thus respectfully and directly addressed 
by the Lord and seeing the beauty and splendour of his 
eminence extending over the three worlds, and being unable 
to disclose the doubt remaining in his mind, out of agitation 
Vdyuhhnti remained silent with amazement. But he was again 
addressed thus : — 

T% T% ^ I 

Tajjiva'tassariram ti samsao na vi ya pucchase kimci i 
Veyapayana ya attham na yanasi tesimo attho ii 101 || (1649) 

^ sfRira II II ( ) 

Tajjivastacchariramiti samsayo napi ca pricchasi kimcit ? | 
Vedapadanam cartham na janasi tesamayamarthah IllOlH (1649)] 

Trans.— \0l You entertain the doubt as to whether that 
which is jiva is sarira itself and yet you do not ask me 
( about it ). But (ca) you do not know the real meaning 
of Veda-padas. Here is their real interpretation. (1649). 
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im-i I 

=T 

m T^ I ^3 ^f'TTJTf 

wir#3Tt 1%, ^ r%f^^ 3^r% 2 1 

i ^ l2[tr3[rqT4 xi ^ 
3rRT%, w I ^^rf ^^^iTM^^irts4 |f% ii^o^ii 

D. 0 . — You entertain the doubt in your mind as to 
whether that which is jtva be called karh’a also. But you 
do not put any question about it to remove that doubt. This 
doubt of yours is based upon hearing the Veda-padas of con- 
tradictory senses. But that is not the correct interpretation. 
Here is the real interpretation. 

Moreover, 

wgilf WRig^v^ tqoi 1% t UW I 

<i%?rw%T ft I iT^>m3 f n n (?^h®) 
3Tf TtsStg Tisit sftguftft ft ?ig^ ^ i 
ftoRHf wf ¥pjiDiftrr %«rwTq. 

Vasuhai bhuya samudaya sambhuya ceyana tti te sarika i 
Patteyamadittha vi hu majjarigamau vva samudaye ii 102 ll (1650) 

Jaha majjangesu mao visumadittho vi samudae bourn i 
K^alantare vinassai taha bhuya ganammi ceyannam ||103ii (1651) 

[ ^ 1 1 

^ wfir^ 1-7 5a5a[[^ ii 2©;^ u ( ) 

m\ Wf 3 I 

^srr ^*rursR n ii 
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Vasudhadi bhuta samudaya sambhuta cetaneti tava saiika i 
Pratyekamadrista’pi khalu madyangamada iva samudaye Iil02|l(1651) 

Yatha madyarigesu mado visvagadristo’pi samudaye bhutva i 
Kalantare vinasyati tatha bhutagane’pi eaitanyam ||103|| (1651)] 

7>a«s.— 102-103 Your presumption is that consciousness 
( cetana ) is produced from the collection (samudaya ) of 
bhutas like prithivi etc. because like intoxication ( mada ) 
though not found in each separate constituent, it is apprehended 
in the collection ( of those constituents ). Just as intoxication, 
though not present in each separate constituent of wine 
( madya ) is produced in the collection of these constituents 
and disappears after a particular period of time, similarly 
consciousness ( caitanya ) is also produced in the collection 
of bhutas and perishes as time passes ( 1650-1651 ). 

sr^R^r^Ji 
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^ ^ i 5=1: 

^?r5?T I ?r 

m%k ^T 51 1 

li ) II 

D. C — According to your presumption cetana is produced 
from the samudaya of hhutaa such as prithvi, aptejas, vdyu etc. 
Just as mada cannot be seen in each separate constituent e. g, 
dhdtaM flower, jaggery etc, of the wine, but it can be produced 
only when all those constituents are combined together. In 
the same way, cetana is recognized in the samudaya of hhutas 
only and not in a separate constituent like prithvt. So, cetand 
becomes the quality of the samudaya of hhutas. Again, this 
cetand, after being produced in the samuddya of hhutas perishes 
after naving stayed for some time, just as the quality of mada 
after being produced in the combination of the constituents of 
wine vanishes as time passes. Thus it is proved by means 
of anvaya as well as vyatireha in the above two oases that 
caitanya is a dharma of the samuddya of hhutas. 

Again, that which is not present in a constitution of 
samudaya but in the samuddya itself becomes the quality of 
samuddya only, and not of a constituent. So, caitanya being 
found only in samuddya and not in each of its individual 
constituents becomes a dharma of the samuddya of hhutas, as 
mada becomes a dharma of the samuddya of madydhgas. 
Now, there can be no distinction between dharma and dharmin. 
For if they were distinct they could not be related as dharma 
and dharmin. Sartra is nothing but the samuddya of hhutas 
and jiva is formed of cetand. Hence jiva and s'arira are 
nothing but dharma and dharmin and as such they should be 
considered as one and the same. 

Now, on the other hand there are several Veda-padas 
which establish jiva to be distinct from darira e. g. “ Na hi 
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vai sa-rs'aHsya priydpriyayo r-apahatirasti, a-s'ar^ram vd 
vasantam priydpriye na sprs'atcA” And that is the reason why 
you have raised this doubt. 

The doubt is refuted as follows : — 

g irsfr 4irf ft jf ^ranir 
*jftT-^-ftgof?nt <T%«t ft I sTfT »nnlg i 

Patteyamabhavao na renutellam va samudaye ceya « 

Majjarigesu tu mao visum pi na savvaso natthi ii 104 il { 1652) 

Bhami-dhani-vitanhayai patteyam pi hu jaha mayarigesu | 

Taha jai bhuesu bhave ceya to samudaye hojja ii 105 ll ( 1653) 

^^rfi 3 H ^T% II Ii 

^ II II 

Pratyekamabhavad na renutailamiva samudaye cetana l 
Madyahgesu tu mado visvagapi na sarvaso nasti || 104 ii (1652) 

Bhrami-dhrani-vitrisnatadayah pratyekamapi khaluyatha madaiigesu 
Tatha yadi bhutesu bhaveccetana tatah samudaye bhavet Iil05u (1653) 

7>fl«s.— 104-105 Consciousness ^ can never exist 

in a collection if it is absent in case of ( its ) ’ individual con- 
stituents, just as oil cannot be found in a collection of sands 
if it is not present in each individual particle of the sand. 
Again, intoxication ( mada ) is not absolutely absent even in 
an individual constituent of wine. ( For ), every constituent 
(of wine) possesses some capacity or other like that of inducing 
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insanity, producing satiety and quenching thirst etc. in its 
individual state. If consciousness were present in (each of the) 
bhutas ( separately ), it could be ( found ) in the collection (also) 
( 1652-1653 ). 

I ^ ^ 5fT5r^ ? ^ 

^ 1^, w% 5t 

^r^rg^r^JTTf sr^rw T, tIr^r sftf ^ 

Jrra^r^s^g i srif — 

lTinW5Erg3[T^ 

^spn|—« >> ^R^fgiTffsfS W%g 

^ ^|siT ?[Tr%, STN g OTN 

I gr^ ?rR^n%^grT I^Rra i 

jr#^T^^5iii’ET! ^T ^ ^ wm- 

Rgf^iTTTT^JTwra^fl^, gH-sTrf^gmsr^^r^f^- 

g M^or?Tr^^or^r%u'^^, 3rrf^^5^i5[?^5^fq ^m^^- 

^g ^Rgc^i^ gg?[f 

^ g^^gg?Tq?rT^g«?^^mra ii 

D. G . — Since cetana is not present in the individual state 
of a hlmta, even to a limited extent, it can never be found in 
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the combination of the hhvias also, just as oil cannot be found 
in a scmudaya of sands when it is not present in each 
individual particle of sand. From this, a rule can be deduced 
that whatever is absent in an individual state should be absent 
in the collective state also, and whatever is present in-collection 
should be present in the individual also, e. g., oil when 
present its pritliak mastJid of sesamum is found in its collective 
state also. 

In the present case, cetana is not found in the prithak 
avasthd of hhutas and hence it is improper to accept that 
cetana is produced ’in the scmudaya of hhutas. Really speaking, 
it is produced by some other cause totally different from hhuta- 
samuddya. That cause is nothing else but jtva which is 
amurta on account of the cmurta cetand. 

Here again, the opponent may argue that the above- 
mentioned rule is wrong. For, mada is not found in the 
individual state of a constituent like dhdtaki puspa of the 
madya; and yet the quality of intoxication does exist in its 
samuddya. But it is not proper to say that mada-bhdva is 
altogether absent from dhatakt puspa etc. For, mada does 
exist in the individual state to a certain extent. A dhataki 
puspa .can induce insanity in its individual capacity; the juice 
of jaggery, vine, sugar-cane etc. can produce contentment and 
water can quench the thirst. By the word “ ddi ” other 
constituents of wine should also be included, as they too, 
possess some capacity or the other as far as possible.,, Now, if 
caitanya-saki were present in the individual hhutas like prithvt 
etc. even to a limitted extent, caitanya would" certainly have 
been manifested in their combination also. But when cetand 
is absent in the very prithak state, it can never be produced 
in the combined state. 

Now, what would happen if the constituents of wine had 
no power of intoxication at all ? 
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m t % # \\%^\\\ (W^) 

Jai va sawabhavo visum to kim tadariganiyamo’yam i 
Tassamudayaniyamo va annesu vi to havejjahi ii 106 ii ( 1654 ) 

Yadi Va sarvabhavo visvak tatah kim tadahganiyamo’yam i 
Tassamudayaniyamo va’nyesvapi tato bhavet II 106 || ( 1654 ) ] 

Trans. — 106 Or, if the power of intoxication were 
altogether absent from all ( the constituents of wine ) indivi- 
dually, how could they be called its divisions at all ? and why 
should there be any rule regarding its collection also ? { For ), 
in that case it must be produced by means of ( the collection ) 
other objects also. { 1 654 ) 

g^rqHq^qT-r%mf5 q?Trq! 

I%qN Icqqi, q q5qT-s5q*qtqqiiqS 

qWq II ) II 

D. G.— If the power of inoxication is denied to exist in 
the priihah avastJia of the constituents like dliataU puspa etc, 
they cannot be called the constituents of wine at all. Again, 
if dhataU pmpa etc, had no power of intoxication at all, why 
should people desirous of wine, collect all the constituents like 
dhatoM puspa in order to prepare wine ? and why do they not 
prepare "wine by combining other objects like ashes, stones, 
cowdung, etc 1 This clearly indicates that the power of into- 
xication does exist in the individual state of constituents like 
dhdtakt puspa etc, and as a result of that, it appears in wine 
which is the combined state of all such constituents. 
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At this point, an opponent may advance the following 
argument ; — 

ft i 

^ TTsfl 1% T%#s^ u^ovsn(^W) 

Bhuyanam patteyam pi ceyana samudae darisanao | 

Jaha majjarigesu mao mai tti heO na siddho’yam ll 107 ii (1655) 

qqr qqifS ii ^ovs n 

Bhutanam pratyekampi cetana samudaye dar^anat I 

Yatha madyahgesu mado matiriti heturna siddho’yam lll07ll(1655)] 

Trans.X^l Since consciousness is found in the collection 
of bhutas, if an argument is advanced that consciousness is 
present in each individual bhuta also as intoxication is present 
in various constituents of wine, it can never be approved of. 
( 1655 ). 

I ri qq >3;^S sij^gtq^qiqr 
qfq'sqR, ^«rrfl- 5 q^^'^qfq 

qqTl 3 qqqf^T% 1 mi ^qq^q^qt^ qr%' 

^qgt, rqfqs^^^m, qqr ’q^Rfq iqqq^qTqmiftq^ 

^qqVqmfq 1 q ^itsqfqfq 

‘‘ ^qqiqT q^qt^ '' l^qfq^sq 

qqqiqRTRfe^q %qqTqT'^qi^^qiq;, sriRTqr^ q q^iqr^sfq 
qq^tqfqitsq qrqt 1 qf^ f| q^qqiqRqRq^qqqr 

q^ qqi qqjqd^s^^q^vqq I qi^^qqRf qqfqrqiq; qq^q^q 
%q,i Iqq;, qf^^i^q^qq^q^qt^^fq qq^q^y^ 1 ^q^qqiqf 
qq qt^^fq %q 1 q, qtR^^sfq qq^q^^qrg; I f^itrs^qt-qi^q- 
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I f% ?rlf^«sr^ ? 

5f3 Kmf^ ’^qrT%% lU o'3(?^H^)ll 

D. G . — An opponent may advance the following line of 
argument : — 

As mada is present in each separate constituent of wine, 
it is found in the samudaya of those hliutas also. In the 
same way, it can be said that since cetarid is completely 
manifested in the collection of hhutas it should be present in 
each independent hhuta at least to a certain extent. Just as 
mada is not clearly perceptible in its individual state, but 
distinct in the samudaya, so also, eetand is not clearly percep- 
tible in the individual state on account of its minute form, but 
it is more distinct in the collective state. 

But it is not in the fitness of things to state that because 
eetand is found in the hhuta samudaya it should be present 
in each individual hhuta also, as eetand is the quality of Soul 
and the Soul is contained within ( antargata ) the hhuba 
samudaya. So, if dtman is absent from the hhuta samudaya, 
eetand cannot exist in the samudaya. Thus, your argument 
that eetand is found in the collection of hhutas is not valid. 
For, if eetand were taken to be a quality of mere hlmta samudaya 
it ought to be found in a dead body also. Here again, it is 
improper to advance an excuse that eetand is absent in a dead 
body on account of the absence of vdyu. For, eetand could 
never be found in a dead body, even if vdyu were made to 
enter the body by means of a pipe etc. Similarly, if it is argued 
that eetand does" not exist in a dead body due to the absence 
of tejas, tejas also could be made to enter the dead body by 
the same' sort of means and proved that eetand is absent in 
that case also. Lastly, if it is said that on account of the 
non-existence of a peculiar type of vdyu and tejas, eetand is 
absent from a dead body, the peculiarity in the case would be 
due to nothing else but the excellence of dtman which would 
automatically mean that you admit the existence of dtman. 
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T% II ?o< 11 ( ) 

Nanu paccakkhaviroho Qoyama 1 tarn nanumanabhavao i 
Tuba paccakkhaviroho patteyam bhuyaceyam tti ii 108ii (1656) 

^ 5Tt^% ii il ( ) 

Nanu pratyak^avirodho Gautama ! tad nanumana bhavat | 

Tava pratyaksavirodhah pratyekam bhutacetaneti || 108 || (1656)] 

Trans. — 108 Certainly O Oautama! that is not an evident 
contradiction ( as you think ) on account of the existence of 
anamana. ( On the contrary ), your assumption that cetaria 
exists in each and every bhata constituents is an evident 
contradiction. ( 1656 ) 

srfi f i 

|T% iETtTT^q;l ^^^'711'— 

‘‘ qlf7^r7T^ ^7R»^f7c7T^ 

I |R77T7-70T^, 7^7 7^7^7, ^77g7T7Tf7R^rR- 

^T7^I3’HR7Sr7T7(, 77^^77 ^7r7r7^?7 7IR7t7IT7^ ^r7t I 
7^17 777 7r7#^7: I fl 1775 ? |c7I| 777 ^7%7 17 

^ 177t ^ IR %7: I 7t^?T7^7r7r if757I[7^^3 %7?7Rr7^%7 
7^7Tg[ 77^7t7 7R%77 7l«77 |f7 “ 7^^7; 7771 ff7 

p7^77 7t7^I7^7 |r77: II ) II 

D. C. — Vayuhhuti — That cetana though perceived in a 
collection of hhutas, does not belong to the hhuta samudaya 
seems to be ineongruent. For, just as it is improper to assert 
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that qualities like rupa etc, seen in a ghata, do not belong to 
the ghata, so here also, it is not proper to state that cetaria 
though apprehended in a collection of hhutas, does not belong 
to the hhuta samudaya. 

Acdrya — The argument advanced by you, 0 Gautama ! 
is absolutely invalid. Just as vegetables etc. found in a 
collection of earth and water can never be considered to have 
been produced from the collection of earth and water, since 
they are produced from their seeds; in the same way, cetand 
also should never be taken to have been produced from the 
collection of hhutas though it is found in a body made of hhutas 
such as prithvi etc. For, that cetand is produced from dtman 
which is altogether distinct from the hhuta samudaya. Thus, 
there is no contradiction in my argument. But the contradiction 
lies in your assertion that cetand is produced in each and 
every individual hhuta. 

^ m HTsit II II 

Bhuindiyovaladdhantisaranao tehira bhinnaruvassa i 

Ceya pancagavakkhovaladdhapurisassa va sarao || 109 il (1657) 

ii ) ii 

Bhutendriyopalabdhanusmaranatastebhyo bhinnarupasya | 

Cetana paneagavaksopalabdha purusasyeva smaratah ||109il (1657)] 

Trans.~l09 Like a man who perceives (an object) from 
live windows and recalls ( it ) to his mind, cetand being itself 
( the quality ) of an object different from them ( i. e., bMtas ) 
perceives ( an object ) by means of sense-organs ( in the form ) 
of bhutas and recalls ( the object ) to his mind. ( 1657 ) 
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16S 


%g^ra fgT?^j 1 sr^- 

fs{, ^«TT 

?T T% ? sriT?^:, 

I^T55¥^rT5’^?i^sfq mm- 

msrsr^rtt f 1 f rr5r?iTn^qtq^¥r?|, ^ 
ira I ^|q^s^Tsrf3^iiqorTg[,, ^s^iqr^ ^ qj^r- 

f%? 5 q 55 T¥iT^^' q^wir^qn^Tlr 11 ) 11 

D. C. — The point is that cetaria who remembers an object 
perceived by its sense-organs in the form of hhutas, becomes 
the quality of something which is different from those hhuten- 
driyas, just as Devadatta who remembers an object perceived 
through five windows by means of five indriyas, is distinct 
from those windows. So, that which is not hhinna from the 
samuddya of bhutendriyas, can never remember an object appre- 
hended by more than one means. For, after having perceived 
an object through a number of means, if cetaria. were ahhinna 
from those means, then Devadatta who recognizes an object 
through a number of windows, would become the window itself. 

Again, in recognizing an object it is improper to say that 
mere indriyaa ( sense-organs ) apprehend the object and 
nothing else. For, even when the indriyas have ceased wording 
the object perceived by them is recalled; and sometimes, in 
spite of their working, the object is not apprehended. 

ft TWR ft { 

fft^T%r^R ’^^T^^?3T^¥rftafT f II II (w<) 
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Taduvarame vi saranao tavvavare vi novalambhao I 
Indiyabhinnassa mai pancagavakkhanubhavino wa II 110 ii (1658) 

• II II 

Taduparame’pi smaranatastadvyapare’pi nopalambhat 1 
Indriyabhinnasya matih panoagavak^anubhavina iva iillOll (1658)] 

7>a«s.— 110. As in the case of a person perceiving ( an 
object) from five windows, cognition ( in the form of knowledge ) 
is distinct from sense-organs; because an object apprehended 
by the sense-organs is remembered even when the indriyas 
have ceased working and ( sometimes ) in spite of their working, 
the object is not perceived. ( 1658 ) 

I 5 : I 3r«r^r, 

I 5 * I 3[^f5r ^ 

If 5rgir^5rT^Fs:?r^iT^^TTT 

qsjT fST?^J I 

^ fst, mi mi^^’ 

^ I mi) 

gjTRT, W'TT- 

^sfq ^ fs:, ^«TT3^«iRTOr- 

^st?T?qjT;T^^qTS3q5^sq[5q#¥^ #11 n® II 
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D. C. — Cognition ( mati ) which constitutes the knowledge 
of ghata etc., belongs to something which is distinct from 
sense-organs. For, even if the senses are benumbed as in the 
state of deafness, blindness etc., the object perceived by the 
indriyas is remembered, while on the other side, even if the 
senses are working, the object is not recognized. 

Now, if the sense-organ itself were to apprehend an 
object, how is it that an absent-minded man is not able to 
apprehend an object even with open eyes, efficient ears and 
substances of rujpa and sahda placed at proper places ? It 
follows, therefore, that some one, who like a person looking at 
an object like a woman from five windows, is different from 
the sense-organs, is able to apprehend it. A rule can be 
deduced from this that one who remembers an object even after 
its indriyas have ceased working is distinct from those indriyas. 
When Devadatta recalls an object seen through a number of 
windows even after the windows are closed, it is dtman, who 
remembers the object perceived by sense-organs even when 
the sense-organs have ceased working as in the state of 
blindness, deafness etc. This proves that atman is different 
from indriyas. Again, that which does not recognize an object 
even if the indriyas are working, is different from the sense- 
organs, like an absent-minded Devadatta looking through the 
open windows. 

Uvalabbhannena vigaragahanao tadahio dhuvam.atthi i 
Puvvavaravatayanagahanavigaraipuriso vva ii 111 ii ( 1659 ) 

Upalabhyanyena vikaragrahanatastadadhiko dhruvamasti i 
Purvaparavatayanagrahanavikaradipurusa iva || 111 || ( 1659 ) ] 
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Trans.— \\\ Just as a person apprehending ( an object ) 
from an eastward window and perverting himself ( due to its 
sight ) at the opposite window, is different from those windows, 
so also, the soul who apprehends ( an object ) by means of 
one ( sense-organ ) and exhibits perversion by means of another 
is decidedly different from those sense organs. ( 1659 ) 

mm #rt, 

?T%1 3IW, 1 

■q 3{{^^ qnim ^ fst, 

(?W) II 

D. O. — Jiva who apprehends an object by means. of one 
indriya and exhibits vikaras by means of another, is hhinna 
from both the indriyas. Just as Devadatta, who looks at a 
woman from an eastward window and exhibits his perversion 
of the sight of stanasparsa etc, by her hands at the other is 
really speaking different from both the windows; in the same 
way, the Soul who observes a person eating tamarind by 
means of eyes and exhibits vikaras in the form of distilling 
saliva etc, by means of tongue, is decidedly different from both. 
Or, atman is different from indriyas because having seen an 
object by means of eyes, atman holds it by means of hands. 

Another inference. 
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^ in mi (t^^o) 

Savvendiuvaladdhanusaranao i:adahio’numantavvo | 

Jaha pancabhinnavinnanapurisavinnanasampanno ti 1 12 ll (1660) 

Sarvendriyopalabdhanusmaranatastadadhiko’numantavyah i 
Yatha panoabhinnavijnana purusavijnanasampannah Ull2|t (1660)] 

Trans.— I \ 2 Just as from five different persons having 
five different vijnanas a sixth person possessing all the five 
vijmnas is different, so also, the soul who remembers an 
object cognized by all the sense-organs should be inferred 
as being distinct from them. ( 1660 ) 

qg: qsf^^ f^w* I ^Rq4^— 

^ ^ 'q^' 5 ^ 3 - 

fq^rfq^s^f^R^sn^qrqf Rii^qq^^T^g^^qfqf RTRf t pi^ , 
|^®T3fq^lfq?fl5^T%'^^5IF^??fqfT^r%qq^^Ttfqfq|[R%^T =qTq- 
m^h ^^qif^Fsc’Tq^qjT^ r^ q:%R 1 rsipqq* 

'j^srfqf^qMTiq^yfs^q^f ^sRsiqipi^ 

%^u, i^ST3fq’:rTfqfq%q'iri^,l=5SiTqT%Fs(^i'iTTW^qTaL» 
f^^Rir^q^fs^^RTOq^RT if^q’^qfq 3q=qR^^qr- 

5'iq55!%fq^«rT^?tqt 1 i%2f, qr^qT^RTTRlq^f^, ^ 
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3r#ff5[qTniTtI«l!Jlf ll?ll ll \IR II 

D. C. — Since j^va remembers an object perceived by all 
the sense-organs, jiva should be distinguished from indriyas. 
From five different persons possessing five different vijndnas 
such as sfarsa, rasa etc, according to their will, a sixth purum 
having all the five vijnanas together is distinguished. In the 
same way, the Soul that possesses the cognizance of all the 
five sense-organs, should be distinguished from each of the 
five sense-organs. In short, one who is the only anusmarta 
of the objects cognized, is distinguished from those by means 
of which the objects are perceived. 

An objection may be raised at this point that like five 
different piirusas having five different vijndnas such as sabda^ 
rasa, etc, the five indriyas should also possess the power of 
cognizance. For, if they have no cognizance, the argument 
stated above would be a-siddha. But the contention is not 
valid. For, there would be no difficulty in this case by reason 
of the adjective “ icchdvasdt. ” Indriyas are not supposed to 
have any sort of desire. Or, by way of the co-operative cause 
the reason of perception lies in indriyas and hence there is 
no harm, if indriyas were metaphorically believed to be jridna 
itself. Or, say, this illustration is nothing but a means to 
an end. Consequently, for the recognition of objects which 
are atindriya ( beyond perception ) agama and yukti are the 
only resorts. For it is said, 

Agamasco’papattisca sampurnam dristilcdrancm i 
AtindriydnamartJidndm sadbhdva pratipattaye. 

A few more inferences are laid down in support of the 
distinction of Soul, 

I 
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Vinnanantarapuvvam balannanamiha nanabhavao | 

Jaha balananapuvvam juvananam tarn ca dehahiam iil 13ll (1661) 

[ RRf f I^f^TTfT^ I 

W PfR II II ( ) 

Vijnanantarapurvam balajnanamiha jnanabhavat | 
Yathabalajnanapurvamyuvajnanam tacea dehadhikam iJllSll (1661)] 

Trans . — 113 Just as cognizance in youth is similar to* 
cognizance in childhood, the latter is similar to other cognizances 
because of its being cognizance. And that ( cognizance ) is 
distinguished from deha. { 1661 ) 

fkm srraRfR#^ 

sf^^RrrJTTW^^'JTT- 

%RRTf^% |5RR %^l JT, ’T# 

^5T ’T^TTSRRJ ?iF?- 

II ) II 

D. 0. — Here the hdlajnana is similar to other vijnanas 
on account of its vijnanatva. Just as yuvajnana resembles 
balajnana, the vijriana to which the halajnana resembles is 
distinguished from deha because it continues to be the cause 
of vijnana even after it has left the former body. Now, since 
vijriana is a quality, it cannot remain without a gunin viz, 
atman] consequently, we recognize Atman to be distinct from 
body and not the body itself. 
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“ Vayuhhuti — The hetu vijnanatvat ” stated by you becomes 
nothing but a portion of the proposition to be proved in 
that case. 

Acarya^— It is not so. The particular is pointed out in 
this case ; and when particular is emphasized, the hetu stated 
there-in is common e. g.^ the varnatmaha sabda is anitya 
because of its sahdatva as in the case of a meghasahda. 
Similarly, in the proposition that hdlavijndna is similar to other 
vijndnas, only a particular case of vijndna is emphasized and 
vijndna in general is not emphasized, consequently this does 
not form a part of the proposition as it forms in the case of 
“ anityah sahdah sabdatvdt. 

iff hi ^ wn^w 

Padhamo thanahilaso annaharahilasapuvvo’yam | 

Jaha sampayahilaso’nubhuio so ya dehahio || 1 14 ii ( 1662 )] 

W ^ II II 

Prathamah stanabhilaso’nyaharabhilasapurvo’yam i 

Yatha sampratabhilaso’nubhtititah sa ca dehadhikah 1111411 (1662) ] 

Trans . — 114 The first desire ( of the child ) to suck the 
breasts ( of mother ) is like the desire in the present case just 
similar ,to other desires for food on account of ( the same ) 
experience. And that desire is distinct from body. ( 1 662 ) 

I mfi 
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^ I 31^ ^ ^ 

3n^% I 

sTTf— i 
51 fl i srmsjT^TTl^- 

5T ’^^5rrf^^?^5??T5Egr5rTteR'l5^: 

fr% I ^ irt^rter^- 

m5iF|5iTs??rTterH^^^^T%% II n« II 

D. O , — The first desire of the child to suck the breasts 
of the mother is just similar to the other ahhilasas on account 
of its being an ahhilasa. Now, the desire to which the child’s 
stanabhilasa resembles is distinct from body, because it continues 
to be the cause of this ahhilum even after it has left the 
body. Ahhilasa is the quality of knowledge which cannot exist 
without a support, which is nothing but the soul, independent 
of deha. 

Vdyubhuti : — The hetu stated in the above-named anumana 
involves the fault of uncertainty as all ahhilasas are not the 
same, e, g., an ahhilasa for mohsa does not resemble another 
ahhilasa for moksa. So, why not to believe the same in the 
case of this ahhilasa also ? 

The Acarya : — You have not understood the point, 
0 Gautama ! The point is that we have compared the desire for 
breasts only with other desires in general. We have not stated 
in particular that the desire for breasts is just similar to other 
desires for breasts. Similarly, in the case of moksahhilasa also, 
the moksahhilasa should not be compared with other mok'sahhilasas 
but only with other ahhilasas in general, (1662) 

Another inference, 
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H f% II? mi (%%%\) 

Balasariram dehantarapuvvam indiyaimattao i 

Juvadeho baladiva sa jassa deho sa dehi tti || llSii ( 1663 ) 

[ ^ii-^’ilnrF5:qT^5fr=?'7T^ i 

sTT^rf^sr ^ : gr ii ? ?H ii ( ) 

Balasariram dehantarapurvamindrijadimattvat i 

Yuvadeho baladiva sa yasya dehah sa dehiti ll 115 I1 ( 1663 )] 

Trans.— \ 15 As the body in youth resembles the body in 
infancy, the body in infancy is just similar to other bodies because 
it possesses the sense-organs. One to whom that body be- 
longs is the owner of body (and not the body itself), ( 1663). 

^ 3 ?rt n 

D. 0. — Just as a body in youth resembles a body in 
infancy, the body in infancy is just similar to other bodies 
because of its possessing the indriyas. Now, the body to 
which this halasartra resembles is distinct from the latter, for 
this body rises up even if the former body has perished. 
Again, that to whom this body belongs is nothing but Soul, 
who travels from life to life, and who, being not the body itself, 
is distinct from this body. 

Another inference, 

Ifif w I 

si^wfn^Ri'nsft ?r i% iiusiii 
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Annasuha-dukkhapuvvam suhai balassa sampaisuham va i 
Anubhuimayattanao anubhuimao ya 'jivo tti. ll 116 il ( 1664 ) 

|i% ii li ( 

Anyasukha-duhkhapurvam sukhadi balasya sampratasukhamiy'a [ 
Anubhutimayatvato’nubhutimayasca jtva iti II 116 II ( 1664 ) ] 

Trans.— \ 16 Happiness in the state of childhood like 
the present-day happiness resembles happiness, misery etc., 
in other states. And the Soul is possessed of the faculty of 
perception because of its being capable of perceptivity. (1664). 

gtifr g- fra ?t% 

I ^ fra 11 

D. C. — Happiness in the state of childhood resembles the 
present-day happiness, because of its anvbhvtimayatva. Now, 
the happiness to which this halasukha resembles is distinct 
from body, because it continues to be the cause of happiness 
even if a former body has perished. Moreover, sukha is a guna 
which cannot exist without the support of gunin which, too, is 
distinct from body. This proves that the Soul is possessed of 
anuhhiUi of happiness. According to the same argument, we 
can prove that Mman possesses the anubhuti of duhkha, 
ra,ga, dvesa, hhaya, soka, etc. Now, the anumunas that have 
already been laid down to establish the existence of jtva and 
karman are re-stated here in order to refresh the memory. 


Vide Yerse 1639. 
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Santano’nai u paropparam heu-heubhavao i 

Dehassa ya kammassa ya Qoyama ! biyam-kuranam va ill 17ii( 1665) 

[ mm I 

^ I ^3rT-sf#^sr II II ( ) 

Santano’nadistu parasparam hetu-hetubhavat | 

Dehasya ea karmanasca Gautama I bija’nkurayorivaiillTil (1665)] 

Trans . — 117 And O Gautama! as Karman and body 
are naturally related as the causes of each other like seed 
and sprout, the continuous range of Kurman will have no 
beginning. ( 1665). 

If the relation of Karman with body is eternal, how can 
the existence of jiva be established ? 

^3[5¥rf|3T ^ II II 

^ f II II 

II H (\\\<) 

mm TfOT TO f I 

^ TORq II W II Qi^%S) 

r 

1% ^ rI f mt I 

5^Tfq^7TT3n ^ TOTR^r im^ II (?^vso) 

To kamma-sariranam kattaram karana-kajjabhavao | 

Padivajja tadabbhahiam danda-ghadanam kulalam va nl 18ll (1666) 
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m%qr^^ ii KU ii iW^) 

Tatah karma-sarirayoh kartaram karana-karyabhavat i 
Pratipadyasva tadabhyadhikam danda-ghatayoh kulalamivaiillSii] 

Trans. — 1 18 So, like a potter (to be distinct ) from danda 
and ghata, know the creator of Karman and sarira to be 
distinct from both on account of the existence of cause and 
effect. ( 1666 ) 

119. ( 1667 ) Vide verse 1567. 

120. ( 1668 ) Vide verse 1568. 

121. ( 1669 ) Vide verse 1569. 

122. ( 1670 ) Vide verse 1570. 

Since all objects are hsaniha according to Buddhistic theory, 
an opponent may argue here that yk’a vanishes with body and 
hence it is no use trying to prove that Soul is different from 
body. The Acarya refutes this argument as follows : — 

H II ( ) 

Jaissaro na vigao saranao balajaisarano vva | 

Jaha va sadesavattam naro saranto videsammi iil23ii (1671) 

w II II ( 

Jatismaro na vigatah smaranad bala jati smarana iva i 
Yatha va svadesavritam narah smaran videSe || 123 i) ( 1671 ) ] 

Trans. — 123 Like a person recollecting ( his ) childhood ( in 
old age ) or recollecting in a foreign country the incident, 

( that happened ) in his own country, the Soul who recollects 
the former existence does not perish by virtue of ( its power 
of ) recollection. ( 1671 ) 
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fra 5r%r I ' fra * ’eHKirrffra l w 

1=^ ^iira'tra fT^5rTra^?f^qt fra ^sira: l wr, 
1^ fkk^sf^ m: ^ I 

f^5^ ?T^ra— ^Ttsfir^TSt IB, ^^STT 

^ral 3r?T!rara^^%'?ra{ i h ^ 

^q^ra'ira ^5??^;, ’^•T^^^iraf 
ft^^ra^T%?r iEri«TT f^^srai^, ^xr^rR^urraf ^r^s?qrai^ i ^ 
’^T?qT3^Tr?^s5=^;i^ra,^qrf^i3^^^^ ^ifxiT^^Tr^irsr^WT^ra ii 
(?W)ii 

D. C. — Here, the proposition is that the Soul that 
remembers former existence , cannot vanish even after the 
disappearance of the former body by virtue of its smaranasakti. 
Just as an old person who remembers his state of childhood 
does not himself perish even if childhood has vanished, or 
just as a person who recollects in a foreign country the 
incidents that happened in his own country, does not himself 
perish even if the incidents are no more existing, so also, the 
Soul that remembers former existence does not vanish even if 
the body of former existence has already vanished. In short, 
one who recollects incidents that happened in former time and 
place is vidyamana ( existing ) like Devadatta who is able to 
recollect his experiences of childhood in old age. But, if he be 
only the anusmartd nothing can be recollected in the next life 
as he himself is not alive in that existence. 

Again, it is not correct to say that all experiences of former 
moments are recollected in the later moments, as former 
moments are absolutely separate from the later moments and 
they disappear as soon as their relations with the later 
ones disappear. 
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Lastly, one can never remember the experience of another. 
If it were so, Yajnadatta would be able to remember the 
experience of Devadatta. 

W ft I ftfn»3fr^?Tfg<ni3TT i , 

^fft H^RT^narr T%#T ftnurmR^r^ft ii n 

Aha mannasi khanio vi hu sutnarai vinnanasantaigunao I 
Tahavi sasiradanno siddho vinnanasantano ii 124 ii ( 1672 ) 

[ 3r«f i 

mn mr#r: ii ii i 

Atha manyase ksaniko’pi khalu smarati vijnanasantatigunat | 
Tathapi sariradanyah siddho vijrianasantanah II l:;34 II ( l'i72 ) ] 

Trails. — 124 Again if you believe that (the soul) though 
transitory, remembers ( the former existence ) by virtue of its 
having a continuous range of knowledge, the continuous range 
of knowledge in that case also, has been proved to be distinct 
from body. ( 1672 ) 

v5rq;-^r%#sfq ^sfq sfysr? 

I RfRW^IT 

sfTRi 1%^ I 

?n^R^il II 

D. O . — Vayuhhuti : — Even though the Soul is ksanika, it 
is able to remember the incidents of former life because of 
the continuous range of the moments of vijhana. 

The Aodrya ; — Even in thcit case, the continuous range of 
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knowledge extends to the former life and hence its existence 
is also established in the former life. Thus, vijnanasantana 
is proved to be distinct from all bodies. Consequently, the 
Soul that contains this vijnanasantana would also be distin- 
guished from body. 

In this way, indestructibility of Soul is apprehended to 
the expectation of another life. And the same could be 
established in connection with this life also. 

^3Tt WWW 

Na ya savvaheva khaniyam nanam puvvovaladdhasaranao | 
K^hanio na sarai bhuyam jaha jammanantaravinattho iil25ll (1673) 

f I 

^ w ll ll ( ) 

Na ca sarvathaiva ksanikam jnanam purvopalabdhasmaranat i 
Ksaniko na smarati bhutam yatha janmanantaravinas^h II (1673)] 

Trans.— \25 Or (ca), knowledge is not absolutely in- 
durable ( ksanika ) by ( virtue of the power of ) recollecting 
an object apprehended in the past. ( For ), one that is ksanika 
is, like an object perished after its very birth, not able to 
remember the past. ( 1673 ) 

^H^orr^ircrsr^grf ^ ii 

W ( ) II 
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D. G. — Jnana should never be said to be entirely ksaniha. 
It may be ksaniha to a certain extent. If knowledge were 
taken to be absolutely transient, there would be no recognition 
in old age of objects perceived in childhood, as in the case of 
one who is perished after its birth. Ultimately smarana will 
not exist at all even if jriana were taken to be ksanika in 
every way. 

And there is another difficulty also. 

Jassegamegabandhanamegantena khaniyam ya vinnanam i 
Savvakhaniyavinnanam tassajuttam kadacidavi ll 156 ll (1674) 

II II ( ) 

Yasyaikamekabandhanamekantena ksanikam ea vijhanam | 
Sarvaksanikavijnanam tasyayuktam kadacidapi H 126 11 (1674)] 

Trans.— \2t It is never reasonable to accept vijmna ( of 
an object ) as vijmna having all-pervading ksanikata, as it is 
one independant vijmna exclusively connected with one 
moment ( 1674 ). 

^ l^RR I 

ehil:, JEri 

I ?r i f| 

wl: T%T^ 

ir i ^ 
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fR55[, mt 

t\ srf^ =5r, 

tlsf^ ^^r^fT^rsiR^^TMTJTf^ fT?ir^f mm ^ 

f%Sf, ^ T%r^ ^f^^lT- 

3rR;TTT%t^ f| 

^^T’Tm ffr gil%5rT^?T3:ifT- 

^ %, ^ i w* ^ 

%f^ ^ 5?ir- 

%TOcr nm^i ^ ^ m ^l?r^5»i^?f(^^?rT'?R- 

fR I fiJr^ss^rg; i gor^^T^S^T 

SRJimRT^^TR^ir I? ^^^fk I mt RSJ 
3ir%% II II 

D. Q. — According to the theory that there is one and 
only one continuous range of vijnana to all living beings, the 
Bauddhas believe that vijndna is eka ( one ) and asahdya 
( independent ) and hence it can never recognize all objects, 
as all objects would become ksanika according to that theory. 
Saugatas ( Bauddhas ) however try to establish sarvaksanikata,- 
vijhdna by the help of statements such as “ all that exists is 
ksanika ” and “ all samskaras, are ksanika ” etc. Now, jiidna 
having , all-pervading ksanikatd is not possible at all. For, if 
one were able to produce such jimna in presence of all objects 
in the Universe, then only it could be apprehended that all 
these objects are ksanika. But jmxna could never be produced 
by means of all those objects in that manner. For, how could 
ksanikatd extended to all objects be recognized when jhdna 
resorts to one and only one dlamhana % In such cases, if all 
jiidnas of all objects were taken to have been produced at the 
same time, and if dtman were accepted as the anusmartd of 
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all such jhanas, then and then only it would be possible to 
recognize the transitoriness of all objects. But simultaneous 
production of jnana as regards all objects is never possible 
and hence the apprehension of sarvahsaniktavijim,n(x is 
also impossible. 

Again, if vijiiana of an object were not to vanish soon 
after its birth, one might get an opportunity to apprehend 
sarvaksanikata. For, in that case, vijnana being contained 
within indestructibility, one could naturally remark at the 
destruction of all other objects that “ every thing except us 
and those of our class is ksanika. ” But that is not possible. 
For, according to Buddhistic theory, knowledge being exclusively 
ksanika, cannot last for a long time and hence it is not 
possible to apprehend ksanikata in case of all objects. Auth- 
entic knowledge should therefore be considered as a-ksanika. 
This being a guna, it can never exist without a suitable resort 
viz,, atman, which leads automatically to prove that soul is 
distinct from body. 

^ ^ ^ r%f ^ I 

Jam savisayaniyayam ciya jammanantarahayam ca tarn kiha nu i 
Nahiti subahuyavinnanavisayakhayabharigayaini ? ii 127 ii (1675) 

? II I1 ( ) 

Yad svavisayaniyatameva janmantarahatam ca tat katham nu i 
Jhasyati subahukavijhanavisayaksayabhahgakadini ? 1 1 127 II (1675)] 

Trans.— Ml How could that ( knowledge ) which is 
restricted to its own self and scope and which vanishes soon 
after its birth understand qualities such as indurability etc., 
pertaining to the scope of vijnana 1 ( 1675). 
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? 7[ II ?XV9 ( ) II 

.• D. O. — Pramatri j'mna ( authentic knowledge ) is restricted 
to its own self and scope. It is destroyed immediately after 
its own production. So, it could never understand a number 
of attributes e. g. transitoriness, subjectivity, and sense of 
happiness, misery etc., related to the visaya (subject) of vijnana, 

fJrfofst «ir 3if ?r »if i 

^ fv JT srsirsTOim 1=5 iificii 

Qinhijja savvabharigam jai ya mai savisayanumanao | 

Tam pi na jao’numanam juttam sattaisiddhio ii 128 li { 1676 ) 

^ I! II ( ) 

Gyihniyat sarvabhangam yadi ca matih svavisayanumanat l 
Tadapi na yato’numanam yuktam sattadisiddhau ii 128 II ( 1676 )] 

Trans . — 128 Again, iiis not even proper to believe that 
vijmna apprehends indurability of all ( objects ) by means of 
anumana from its own self and scope. Because, anumana is 
proper only with regard to the establishment of existence 
etc. ( 1676 ). 

TTN ^ RITR I ? 

|RTf— I RSfl# tilcrfg— 

^f^^TR, m^rr: msfk ^ 
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Jn%5T%^ i'S^^ I ^7T| 

R^risr^i it fl 

^TTW%, ** ^ 

iRlfJI ^ m^TiIT RWH^r- 

nr^ ^T ’5r5lfR??ftT% I >3:^^TRirT^ ^ 

^f^ir »^^T5fT%t* ^ I 

^siiif — ^mstirfliT g5!n??nRR ftnif^ ^ irfi:^^ 

R?i?^ ^«rT ^ri 

Rlfil ^%qT^ ^R^T «^^R, mi 'Sf 

^^f^^TSiTTJTT^sr I >^d^Ri^5g;, mi gri^foi^ffjnf^ 

w^TRT^RTRt mi 

5IRf 3{?tlin%T^ I ^ftRTRd^f I f%^, ^ 

RW^^TT^ ^R^dT ^T^IT^SR, I 

f| RRg^ ffT f^RR 

^im^\ d^T ^^Rg^^temgRgR:, 

51 f I51R ^ R3ffq5I5?iJT St^f^RT ^ET^TR^T^^ 

f^5iT?jT^'5'T5iRg; 1 5T ^ R#3[5idR|>ir ^etI^i- 

IRr^, 3T35IR*F^rl?r II \R^ II 

4 

D. G . — An opponent may advance the following objection 
in this case — 

Pramairivijnana though ksanika and resorting to only 
one alambana is able to recognize ksanikata of its own self as 
well as sphere. For, just as the knowledge that we are ksanika 
as our visaya is ksanika is common in other eases also, all 
other objects and their spheres should also be considered 
as ksanika. 
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The argument stated above is not correct. Svavisaya- 
numana can be applied only in case of establishing the existence 
etc. of other vijhanas and visayas and not otherwise. Just 
as in case of s'abda etc., which are not accepted as existent, 
one could not establish properties like anityata by reason of 
their mere constructive utility; so, in this case also, properties 
like ksanikata could not be proved to exist in objects which 
are not known at all. 

Moreover, vijndna which is said to be ksanika and ekidlam- 
hana, is not able to understand whether there are other jhanas 
and visayas^ and whether those Jndnas :and visayas possess 
the property of producing jnana of its own self and sphere. 
So, if such jnana could not be produced and if the objects in 
which ksanikata is to be established are not known, how could 
ksanikata be proved to exist at all 1 

At this point, the opponent may argue that existence 
etc. of other vijndnas could be established by the help of sva 
visayanumana. One would say in this case that ‘‘ Just as I 
exist and my visaya exists, other jrianas and their visayas also 
exist, and just as I and my visaya are ksanika, other jhanas 
and their visayas are also ksanika. ” Thus, existence as well 
as ksanikata of all the objects could easily be established. 

The above objection is entirely fallacious. Jnana which 
apprehends sarvaksanikatd is not able to recognize even 
its own self after its production on account of its being 
ksanika— good as dead. Thus, when it is not able to 
recognise its own self how can it perceive that there are other 
jrianas and their visayas also ? Such indurable jnana does not 
recognize ksanikata of its own visaya, because, according to them, 
that jnana and visaya vanish within equally short time. If 
that jnana ascertains the ksanikata of its own visaya from 
its disappearance within a short time before the jnana itself 
dies away, then and then only would the ksanikata of its 
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visaya be recognized by it. But this argument is not accepted 
by Bauddlias. They believe thatyVia/ia and its visaya disappear 
at the same time after being produced for a moment. 

Moreover, according to Saugatas, hsanihatd is recognized 
neither by means of self-perception nor by the help of percep- 
tion by sense-organs, but by means of anumdna only. 

gr Ht' ft I wiftra-meftraM i 

^ 3 

Janejja vasana u sa vi hu vasitta-vasanijjanam | 

Jutta samecca donham na u jammanantarahayassa lll29ii ( 1677 ) 

ItHT \\\R\\\ ( ?^VSV9 ) 

Janiyat vasana tu sapi khalu vasi-vasanlyayoh i 

Yukta sametya dvayorna tu janmanantarahatasya 1|129|| (1677) ] 

Trans . — 129 Again, the opponent might argue that desire 
could understand sarvaksanikata.-, but that also is in fact 
proper ( only ) because it is related to both — one that desires 
and the desired ( object ), and not in case of that which vanishes 
soon after ( its birth ). ( 1677 ). 

f^fR 3fTRT%, 3T^J 
^Wrt ^ I srRJTi 

^ 3 

I t I T%2^, 

^R5TT 3T^foi^I cfT ? ! 

2 I 5 II ( ^^VSVS ) II 

D. C. — Here, again the opponents may argue that the 
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earlier moments of apprehension create such a desire during 
the later moments of apprehension, that by means of that 
desire even a ksanik''t vijnana having only one support is ^able 
to apprehend other jrianas and their visayas having existence, 
transitoriness etc. as their qualities. Consequently, there is 
no harm in believing that all objects are ksaniha. 

But even that is not correct. For vasana in the "above 
case, could be applied only when it is related to vasaka and 
vasaniyor, and hence, it could not be applied to the knowledge 
that vanishes immediately after its birth. Again, in accepting 
the avasthana ( retention ) of msi/a and vasaka connected 
together, ksanikata itself would not exist. And is that vasana 
ksamka or a-ksanika \ If it were ksanika^ it would not be 
able to apprehend savvaksanikata; and if it were Orlcsanika 
the very proposition that everything is ksanika would be violated. 

So, the theory of Bauddhas that everything is ksamka 
does not fit in, in any way. 

Thus, having refuted the opponent’s view, the Acdrya 
now illustrates his own. 

Bahuvinnanappabhavo jugavarnanegatthaya’havegassa i 
Vinnanavailha va paduccavittivighao va || 130 ii ( 1678 ) 
Vinnanakhanavinase dosa iccadayo pasajjanti i 
Na u thiyasambhuyaccuyavinnanamayammi jivammi iilSlil (1679) 
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Tassa vicittavaranakhaovasamajaim cittaruvaim \ 

Khaniyani ya kalantaravittini ya maivihanaim || 132 ii ( 1680 ) 

%RR^«rT II II ( ) 

^ i 5ftl II ?^ni ( 

^ ^f^5rR^'»r^trg:ii3rr^ i 

^ ^ TTRf^^rRFR II W II 

Bahuvijnanaprabhavo yugapadanekarthata’thavaikasya i 
Vijnanavastha va pratityavrittivighato va ii 130 |l ( 1678 ) 

Vijiiftnaksanavina^e dosa ityadayah prasajanti i 

Na tu sthitasambhutac'yutavijrianamaye jtve II 131 II ( 1679 ) 

Tasya vicitravaranaksayopasamajani citrarupani i 
Ksa^ikani ca kalantaravrittlni ea matividhanani II 132 i) (1680)] 

7>flt/zs.— 130-131-132 If vijnana were taken to be ksana 
viriasi a number of faults such as production of many vijnanas, 
yielding more than one meaning at a time, or, one yielding 
more than one meaning at a time, retention ( avastha ) of 
vijmna, violation of the law of cause and effect etc. would 
arise. This would not happen only in case of jiva, having 
vijmna which is sthita ( settled ) sambhuta ( born ) and cyuta 
(dropped) being accepted. (For), it manifests various (types of) 
intellectual forms that are bom of various types of diminutions 
and relaxations and that are ksanika as well as permanent. 
( 1678-1679-1680 ). 

•» 
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3rRqrs¥5<??T?^5?Tt, 3r??T?iT 

^3[¥5qTr^ ^ ^5riT^rqRJr^%: l 

HTRft^r^!?f^^rr5^c3qqR5qr, ^iff^^grf^T%riTiqq?i^, ^ 
qr I RionijfTqtsiT q ^ ” ^%r, srq^^ri- 
^^rq^sir, %r?rrq’5«TTS¥pii?g5qT I |?i% 

^qr%-r%fR^?TTJi5qq;5qr5[^sq^«ii;T^55qq;, ^q|. 

I i^q =qr¥fqTr^ MiJTWRR^RSsrRw^iqq^ i 
sr^qf ^ifqfRq^rr?^ ^fl sr^RiRfqqRt 

qi^m I l^’qq;— ^Riq q^qif^R lf%: qf f%^tqR- 

RT% qiq^, ?r 5?iJ qjTR qjTqfq^«iTqr ^'4f2f^R?^r%, ?r^q ^qlii- 

5I^f { i »^q f| sqqir^qfR; 4?r4l’4r4^#4Tf^fRm4R- 
4fs;fr45!5:^ir qRiqTqi^Rql^ siTtqrs^^qiiTq^ i 44T^'^qii% 
q^fttqi^q^^qqfqqiq: ^qif^R I 45 fqfI4^4 5J«irfq4R 

d^nq^r^rrR, 4 r| i^Tift^qr 4 wr ?fRif — “4 ^ fsq^qrf^^^ 

4 rqRf ¥|qjr^ sft^S^^qqTqqR ^q[; q^^flR I 

qqi%iir ’^qqqfqor ^54 iq^g qf fqfR ^r^^ 

|R4? ‘I 4^qTS[i^^?qr^-55qq.ijf[5q^^ 

44q!RR ^4^45qqiRR^ qRq?r’E^T% II ( i^vsc- 

?W)II 

^^r-q^^rlffiq^q fq4T4rr^ 4RT%^’^qrf5r 4^4 

qq|?| I ^4^^TR ? — ^fqr^qt qf^RT- 

5ri4rr%, sr^r «3rq ^^Rq554^%q^q|f%5iiT^ 

T%4q^qTR I 44T, qqki^q44T OT^R, §[5q;^qgqi 5 0r^4^qTg[ 
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§[25?jtr I 

%^^fRmoT^?T% 5[S5qfqi% || l\^ ( ^^<;o ) || 

Z). O. — If jimna were taken to be ksanika as stated before, 
a number of dosas would get in, in the following manner : — 

1. In order that all the objects that pervade the three' . 
worlds, should be recognized, a hsanikai^vadin ought to admit 
that all sorts of jnanas are produced at the same time and 
the Soul that rememebers the objects in which those jnanas 
are produced should be taken to stay on permanently. Other- 
wise, statements such as “ Whatever exists is all ksanika ” 

“ All hhdvas are ksanika ” etc. that established sarvaksanikatd 
would be futile. 

Moreover, when more than one jndna are accepted, the^ 
original theory of ekavijndnasantati has also been violated. 

2. Again, if ksanavijndna were accepted, another fault 
would also crop up. In this ease, one and the same vijndna 
would be able to recognize alb the objects that exist in all the 
the worlds. But this could never happen, nor be believed. 

3. In order to recognize a number of objects, vijndna 
must be taken to last for a long time. As a , result of this, 
ijiynana ' would be able to recognize the kmnikatTi of all as 
they are ksanika also. But believing so, the Soul which is 
known as nothing but vijimnu. would have to be accepted, 
and it would go against the original proposition.,, 

’ '4. Again, if the production of many vijndnas were not 
accepted, there would be violation of pratityavrtti. When kdrana 
is not anyhow apprehended in the state of kdrya, Bauddhas 
call it the violation of pratityavrtti. As the production of a 
Tmrya depends upon a kdvana this would gives rise to dosa. 

If BaudhUs were to accept this, processes such as that of 
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remembering the past incident etc. would be abolished. Again, 
if the soul which is the abode of knowledge such as a number 
of past allusions , etc. were believed to have been related to 
the parinama iu the form of vijhana, then also the law of 
pratityavritti would be violated. For, believing so the Soul 
is taken as related to the parindjuna. 

Thus, in case vijnana is accepted as ksanika, all the above 
mentioned faults would arise. But if the Soul possessing 
vijhana which is produced anyhow in the form of substance 
or in any other new equivalent form and which has already 
ceased to exist as vijnana, the faults ennumerated above would 
never arise. This proves that atman that has utility, stability 
and productivity for the sake of all vyavahara is undoubtedly 
distinct from body. For, such an atman possesses various 
matijimnahhedas produced from various types of diminutions 
and relaxations of the matymna itself. These hhedas are 
ksanika on account of their wavering nature, and they are 
everlasting on account of their substantiality. 

Again, by means of implication, the soul manifests various 
types of jfidna e. g. sruta ( ascertained by intellect ); avadhi 
( applied by intellect ) and manahparydya (mental perception) 
etc. are respectively produced from the knowledge ascertained, 
applied and perceived by mind. 130-131-132 (1678-1679-1680) 

The Kevala jndna or Absolute knowledge is attained only 
when all its interruptions are warded off. 

ti \\\ ii ( ) 

Nicco santano sim savvavaranaparisamkhae jam ca | 
Kevalamudiyam kevalabhavenanantamavigappam ti 133 ii (1681) 

II ii ( 
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Nityah santana esam sarvavarana parisamksaye yacca i 
Kevalamuditam kevalabhavenanantamavikalpam ii 133 ti (1581)] 

133 They ( matijnanadi vidhanas ) have a perpet- 
ual continuance ( nitya santana )-in the form of samanyajmna- 
which being free from all interruptions is said to be anahta 
{ endless ) and avikalpa ( illusionless ). Kevala (Absolute) exists 
by (virtue of ) its Kevalabimva ( Absoluteness) ( 1681 ). 

I 

II m ) II 

D. 0. — The avisesitajhana or samanyajhana of an object 
is the only everlasting ofiPspring of its various expedients like 
cognizance of memory etc. But the Absolute cognizance which 
is said to be ananta and avikalpa by revered preceptors is 
attained only when it is free from all avaranas. Thus Kevala- 
jriana is avikalpa ( i. e. positive and illusionless ) because it is 
ananta ( endless ) because it lasts for ever and concerns the 
infinite object ( anantartha ). 1681. 

Here again Vayuhhuti raises a doubt and the Tirthankara 
removes it; — 

So jai dehadanno to pavisanto va nissaranto va i 

K.isa na disai, Qoyama ! duviha’nuvaladdhi u sa ya ll 134 ii (1682) 

Sa yadi dehadanyastatab pravi^an va nihsaran va | 

Kasmad na dysyate Gautama I dvividha’nupalabdhistu sa ea||l34||(l682) 



•: 182 > 


Jinabhadra Gani’s 


[The third 


^ fnift ft I 

l|»Tr-sg*a'anRft ii ?^h ii 

Asao kharasangassa va sao vi duraibhavao’ bhihiya | 
Siihuma’miittattanao kammanugayassa jivassa li 135 ii ( 1683 ) 

[ 3igf?rj ^5crft*n#srlrf|crT i 

Asatah kharasrigasyeva sato’pi duradibhavato’bhihita I 
Sukima’murtatvatah karmanugatsya jivasya \\ 135 || ( 1683 ) ] 

. Trans. — 134-135 If the Soul is different from body, how 
is it that it is not perceived while entering ( the body ) or 
issuing forth ( from it ) ? 

But again, O Qaiitama I non-perception { anupalaBdhi ) 
is of two types: — 1. Non-perception of a non-existent obfect 
like a kharasrnga axidi 2. Non-perception of an existent object 
by reason of its distance etc. Non-perception of the Soul 
which is kannanugata is due to its exquisite formlessness 
[ sjiksnidmurtatva ) { ). • . 

f ^ I fl^^T g I 

..3lTfg^T?Ir-*^MR^q?g, StR 

^Tiq^qig, ^if^T??TTg, sTR^oirg;, f ^rt- 

3igqRTg, 

SjfiqRbSIR'^iTiTTg, , RRqfqqqjq^^ I 
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i ?T^s;icr^sjr;fr^, ^^st?Tg<T5y^«r^«n 
1 f^s[^T'TT^?rni; l ^r%?ii??rK3T5jfs«r: 

1 3irf ^uri^ srriTif ^r^if m. i 

srm^Rrg; JT^^i;^^5rr% ^f^^'inf|;i 

^rJiR3rTg'y?TiTT^Tf^i^Tra?iW5rr^mfHi?i; 

^^^5 1 %7m^Torr»3;l srgqRT^ 5|f 

gfrJrra^qq;^Rq;Tf3[RSRF«r?rKl: 

f^t I ^^mfq i fqc[S?rT^^lms?wi^sir^ 

qT^5rT%q?T^Tf i sTf^q-i^ 

mx^ 5qgts^^3q^F^: i ^T^Tqqqjqf^^^5friq5?i|q¥T^qqir- 
^i?r^!qq5^R'^JTmgq^i^^: i ^qmqRq^q?!: fqjjrcf^JTnTgq 

I ^qR'^^^rRi^qjfl^f^iq^rs^q^F^q} i sr^s^q 

^rfq'irlf sftq^qTs^ltqrq; f q, 5 

q’C?nortRq^^sg^q^F5q:,;iT^qj i ^5q|q^q5^R^-^imq strh^ 
s^q^fsqj, T%?5 m: ? fra%q;l sr^qR^q^fi'^q^^ 
qRirqRi II ) 

D. 0. — Vayuhhuti — ^If this soul is different from body, 
how is it that it is not seen entering or issuing forth from 
the body like a cataka ( sparrow ) from a ghata ( vessel ) ? 

Bhag'atcan — Because of the two-fold anupalci}dhi, 0 Gautama! 
the Soul is not perceived. These two types are: — (1)' Anupalahdhi 
of a non-existent object e. g. a kharasrhga ( born of an ass ) 
and (2) Anupalahdhi of an existent object. 

Now, for the non-perception of an existent object there are 
twenty-one reasons. 

i. 'Atiduratva{ Extreme remoteness ) — Places like svarga, 
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do exist. But as they are extremely remote they are not 
perceivable, 

ii. Atisannikarsa, ( Close vicinity ) — Certain objects like eye- 
lashes and secretion of eyes, though existent, cannot be 
seen on account of their close vicinity. 

iii. Atisauksmya ( Exquisite fineness ) — Paramanus are im- 
perceptible, because they are exquisitely fine. These 
paramanm are so minute in form that they are not 
perceptible even to the maked eye, even though they are 
considered to be existent. 

iv. Mandnavasthana ( Instability of mind ) — Sometimes even 
a murta object is not apprehended by reason of mam’ 
navasthana or the instability of mind as in the case of 
an insane man. 

V. Indriyapatutva ( Dullness of senses )--Non-perception 
arises a{so when a sense or senses are benumbed e. g. 
a deaf man. 

vi. Matimdndya ( Dullness of ntellect ) — Certain subtleties 
of the s'astras are always anupalahhya to a dull-witted 
man due to his matimmndya. 

vii. Asakyatva ( Impossibility One can never see his own 
ear, head or back as it is utterly impossible to do so. 

viii. Avarana ( Obstruction — When eyes are covered with 
hands or when hands are obscured by means of a mat 
or a wall it is amrana that causes non-perception. 

ix. AbhibKava ( Predominance )•— Predominance of Sun in 
the sky, make's the stars anupalabhya on a sun-bright 
day. 

X. Samdnya — ( Commonness ) When beans are mixed with 
beans of the same quality there is non-aprehension of 
beans owing to the sanidnyatva present in both. 
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xi. Anupayoga ( Lack of Attention ) — When an object is 
touched by a particular indriya, say, Rupa ( the sense 
of eye), it is not perceived by the rest of senses because 
of their anupayoga to the object. 

xii. Anupaya (Want of Means) — If a person wants, to 
take an estimate of milk ( contained ) in a cow or a 
buffalo by means of srnga etc, he can never do so 
because there is no such means available. 

xiii. Vismrti — ( Forgetfulness ) — ^An object perceived before 
becomes anupalahhya afterwards by reason of vismrti. 

xiv. Duragama^{ Wrong Instruction ) When an object like 
gold is presented in the style of a forged edict, it is not 
recognized in its true form, because there is durupadem 
or wrong instruction as regards its form, 

XV. Moha ( Delusion ) — Objects like jiva do exist, but they 
are not perceived due to wwha ( on the part of those 
who try to perceive them ). 

xvi. Vidarsana ( Absence of Sight ) — is the absolute cause 
of anvpalabdhi in the case of blind persons, 

xviii. Vilcdra ( Loss of Health ) — Mostly, it so happens that 
things that are once perceived are not apprehended in 
later life on account of vikaras like vardhakya (old age) etc. 

xviii. Akriya ( Want of Action ) — There is non-perception of 
roots of trees because of the scarcity of actions like 
hKukhanana etc. 

xix. Anadhigama ( Non-acquisition )— Owing to the anadhi- 
goma of mstrasravana, the meaning of S'dstras becomes 
incomprehensible. 

XX. Kdla viprakarsa (Remoteness of Time) — Rsabhadeva and 
other Tirthankaras of the past and Padma Nabha of future 
cannot be recognized due to the remoteness of time. 
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xxi. SvahKava viprakarsa (Natural Remoteness)-— Things like 
nahhas and pisctf are non-cognizible by reason of their 
svahhava vipraharsa. 

In this way, anupalc^dhi of an existent object takes place 
in 'twenty-one different ways. 

So, tTtva is imperceptible like nahhas due to its Oimurtata,', 
and s'artra being an assemblage of the Karman pararndnus 
is anupalchhya because of s'auksmya of a paramanu. 
Thus, non-perception of the Soul and body is positively 
the non-perception of an existent object and not of a non- 
existent one. 

An argument may here be advanced that “ If you take 
"Atman to be existent, how do you apprehend its existence ? ” 
The reply is: — 

The existence of Atman is established by means of 
awwnxdna. And hence, its anupalahdhi is not the anupalahdhi 
of a non-existent object like a kharas'rhga, but it is the anu- 
palcbdhi of an existent object like nahhas and paramanu. 
Then, the distinction of Soul from body is established by 
the help of Vedavacana. 

^ T%q: I 

^ {WWW 

Dehananne va jie jamaggihottaim saggakamassa 1 
Veyavihiyam vihannai danaiphalam ca loyammi II 136 ii { 1684 ) 

f The •word a kind of deer according to Saya'i^carya. 

The deer is called Pis^a probably because it is Pis'a ( reddish ) in 
colour. The' mupalahdlii of tbe Pis'a deer may be taken to be due 
to its naliure of being always far away from human habitations. The 
word, howeyer, seems rather improper when placed with nahhas. If we 
read pi^'^aca instead of Pis^a it would suit our purpose better.— Tn 
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[ m ^ I 

fk^ 3[RT^^ ^ II II ( ) 

Pehananye va jive yadagnihotradi svargakamasya i 
Vedavihitam vihanyate danadiphalam ea loke || 136 || ( 1684.)] 

Trans— \56 Or, if Jlva is ( believed to be ) identical with 
4eha ( the body ), then, ( obstruction of the ) rites like agnihotra 
( the worship of sacred-fire ) for a person aspiring for Salvation 
and the reward of munificence etc. { danadiphala ) in the world 
prescribed by the Vedas, would be refuted ( 1684 ). 

i?f^it5rmggR srir^T- 

^k^ t ?R II ) II 

D. 0. — 0 Gnutama ! If each and every s'artra is believed 
to be identical with Jiva, the commandment of the Vedas that 
a person who desires to attain Salvation should perform the 
rite of Agnihotra, would be null and void. Because, when body 
is reduced to ashes by fire in this world, the Jtva being 
taken to be identical with body is also supposed to have 
vanished with the body. And then, who would attain Salvation 
when Jtva itself does not exist ! 

Similarly, who would be there to enjoy the fruits of good deeds 
like dana when there would be none to receive them at all ? 

Vayvhhuti entertains doubt as regards the distinction of 
Soul from body by hearing the various Veda-padas bearing 
contradictory arguments. Bhagavan Malidvira interprets these 
Veda-padas correctly and clears his doubt. 

ftntJIUJiquiTf of I 
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Vinnanaghanainam Veyapayanam tamatthamavidanto i 
Dehanannam mannasi tanam ca payanamayamattho ll 13711 (1685) 

^ II II ( ) 

Vijnanaghanadinam Veda-padanam tvamarthamayidan I 
•Dehaiianyam manyase tesam ca padanamayamarthah ||137(|(1685)] 
Trans.— \Z1 You, not knowing the { real) meaning of 
sentences like “ Vijimnaghana ” etc. of the Vedas, think that 
the Soul is identical with body. But ( ca ) their real interpre- 
tation is this.f ( 1685 ). 

1 3r?r fq?r- 

i%R€t I “q gqifq 

^ q?q^ ^t^^irr: irtI^ i 

qraq^f^R II ) ii 

• D. 0. — That the Soul itself is “ vijmnaghana ” and that 
it is distinct from other fe/wias has already been discussed. It 
has already been said that 

Sarirataya parinato bhutasamghato’yam vidyamanakartyikah | 
Adimatpratiniyatakaratyat ghatayat, ya^ca tatkarta sa tadatirikto 

jiyah iti ii 

Moreoyer, sentences of the Vedm that prove Atmcm to be 
atirikta from hhutas, have not been beyond your comprehen- 
sion. e. g. 

f The real interpretation, of sentences like “ mjna/fMghana ” etc, 
has. already been stated and -discussed in the First Vada. -vide Vs. 
1588-1596= 



Vftda] 


Ganadhata?&da 


•: 189 :• 


“ Satyena labhyastapasa hyesa brahmacaryena nityam jyotirmayo i 
Vis'uddbo’yam pas'yanti dhlra yatayah samyatatmanah II ” 

In the same way, all Veda-padas have proved that Jiva 
is aUrikta from hhutas. Hence, you too, shall have to admit 
that the Soul is distinct from hhutas. . 

Chinnammi samsayammi jinenam jara-maranavippamukkenam 1 
So samano pavvaio pancahim saha khandiyasaehim ii 138 ll (1686) 

C %% f^?r I 

Chinne sam^aye jinena jara-maranavipramuktena i 
Sa Sramanah pravrajitah pancabhih saha khandika^ataih Iil38!l(1686) 

7>««s.— 138 When the doubt was removed by the 
Tirthankara, who was entirely free from Jara ( old age ) and 
marana (death), the saint Vayubhuti accepted the Diksa along 
with his five hundred follower^,., ( 1686). 


Efid of the Discussion with the Third Ganadhara» 



Chapter IV 

Discussion with the Fourth Qanadhara. 

^ ^ 3TT»T^f I 

^ #5[T^fr II t\\ II ( \\C\$ ) 

Te pavvaie sSum Vyattu Vagacchai jinasagasam i 
Vaccami na vandaim vanditta pajjuvasami it 139 ii ( 1687 ) 

Tiqw II ?^<svs) 

Tan pravrajitan srutva Vjjakta agacchati jinasaka^am i 
Vrajami vande vanditva paryupase || 139 || ( 1687 ) ] 

Trans, — 139 Having heard that they ( /. e. VayubMti and 
his fellow-mendicants ) had renounced the world, Vykta comes 
before the Tirthankara. { He thinks... ) “ I may go, pay my 
homage ( to the Tirthankara ) and serve him,” ( 1687 ) 

snflft ^ ^»T 3Tt?-5TO-*Rwi?¥5?gi'>i I 

?r i}^ ?r ii ?8oii (u«<) 

Abhattho ya jinenam jai-jara-raaranavippamukkenam | 

Namena ya gottena ya savvannu savvadarisinam || 140 li (1688) 

[ 3rmTto 5rTf^-3ri[T-t!^or%g%^ l 
^iRT ^ ^ ii ii ( ) 
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Abhfisitasca jinena jati-jara-maranavipramuktena I 

Namna ca gotrena ca sarvajnena sarvadar^ina II 140 || ( 168 1 ) ] 

Trans.— \A^ He was addressed by his name and goira 
( lineage ) by the Tirthankara who was free from jati { birth ) 
Jara { old age ) and marana { death ), who was Sarvajm 
( omniscient ) and who had (attained) complete darsana. (1628) 

Bhagavan said: — 

ft ^ 3«[r| :iR«f ft i 

I^im manne atthi bhuya udahu natthi tti samsao tujjha i 
Veyapayana ya attham na yanasi tesimo attho || 141 il (1689) 

[ ^ I 

=^T5| 5T II ) 

Kim manyase santi bhutanyutaho na santlti samsayastava | 

Vedapadanam cartham najanasi tesamayamarfcbah Iil41|| (1689)] 

Trans.— \4\ O Vyakta ! What are you thinking of? You 
entertain the doubt as to whether Bhutas exist or not. But 
(ca) you have not understood the ( real ) interpretation of the 
sentences of the Vedas. Here is their (real) interpretation. (1689) 

<£t^T“?f^5^“5'l-^^-5TT^5rT-SS^T^^?janR 
^ ff; ^ ml i 

^5siT, ?rRr-iR^1f 
sTT^ ?smf^ i 

frgs^r: # I ^ ?TifT- 
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^ 5rRT%, =f JiTS^Ti: I 

I n ) ii 

D. G . — This is your quei*ry— ‘‘ Do tlie pancahhutas viz. PHhvi 
( earth ) ap (water) iejas ( fire ) vapu ( air ) and alias' a (ether) 
exist or not ? This querry is based upon your misapprehension 
of certain sentences of the Vedas, that are mutually contradic- 
tory. The sentences are — 

(1) “ Svapnopamam vai sakalamityesa brahma vidhiranjasa 

vijheyah ” etc. 

(2) ■' Dyavs-prithvi ” etc. and 

(3) “ Prithvi-devata, apo devatah ” etc. 

Your interpretation of these sentences runs thus : — 

All this world is nothing but a dream or illusion. So, 
one should honestly endeavour to know the Brahma, which is 
the only paramarthapraHas'a worth attaining. 

Such sentences refute the existence of the five elements while 
others like Dyava pritkivt and “ PrifJiivi devata, apo devatah ” 
establish the existence of those very elements. These contradi- 
oting sentences of the Vedas have given rise to your doubt. 

■Really speaking, you have not understood the real purport 
of the above sentences. Here I give their correct interpretation. 
Listen to it. 

'spir f>si |% i 

;r ^ esvft f ^ ll ?8si II 

Bhuesu tujjha sanka suvinaya-maovamaim hojja tti i 
Na viyarijjantaim bhayanti jam savvaha juttim ii 142 || (1690) 
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BhQtesu tava saiika svapnaka-mayopamani bhaveyuriti i 
Na vicaryamanani bhajanti yat sarvatha yuktim || 142 || (1690) ] 

^ T% ^ fit I 

i II II {%W) 

Bhuyaisamsayao jivaisu ka kaha tti te buddhi i 

Tam savvasunnasanld mannasi mayovamam loyam ii 143 ii (1691) 

II II ( 

Bhutadisamsayat jivadisu ka katheti te buddhib | 

Tyam sarvasunyasanki manyase mayopamam lokam iil43|i (1691) ] 

Trans. — 142-143 You entertain the doubt about the 
elements that they are ( unreal ) like dreams and illusions. 
And when you question the (existence of ) elements (themselves), 
what to talk of objects like jiva etc. ? You being dubious 
about the existence of everything, believe the whole world to 
be ( as unreal as ) maya. ( 1690-1691 ). 

I t, 

irr^TiTRrR 5fr^5f^r% i ^«ii fl 

rf^pfuTOTF^cfTR m- 

^ 1 1^5 

%55 t f f^i I 

( ) II 
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D. Q. — ^Long-lived Vyakta ! You question the existence 
of Bhutas. Just as, in a dream, a poor man sees before his 
own house multitudes of elephants, and horses, or treasures 
of jewellery and gold, but actually he does not possess them, 
and just as, under the illusion of the Indrajala, precious things, 
c g., dishes ( made ) of gold, silver, jewels etc., or beautiful 
objects e. g,^ parks, flowers, fruits etc, are perceived, but really 
speaking, they are not existing; in the same way, according 
to your belief, hliutas like pritMvt are perceived by us; but as 
a matter of fact, they are unreal and illusory like objects seen 
in a dream or an Indrajala. But this belief of yours is 
absolutely unfounded. 

Again, as you have a doubt in the existence of elements, 
the doubt is bound to arise in the case of jtva, papa and 
punya also. Because, these objects are contained in the 
various vikaras of the bhutas themselves. It follows, there- 
fore, that, according to you, all bhutas like Prthwt and all 
padcirthas (objects ) like jiva are a-v%dyomdna ( non-existent). 
This indicates that you are sarvasunyatasahM and according 
to you, the whole Universe is just like svapna, mdyd or 
Indrajala. 

Now, Sramana Bhagavdn Malidu^ra gives a number of argu- 
ments for doubts which Vyakta entertained in his mind ; — 

^rrrt srfrsfr T%€r i 

Jaha kira na sao parao nobhayao navi annao siddhi i 
Bhavanainavekkhao Viyafta 1 jaha diha-hassanam lil44ii (1692) 

[ nm T%^ n i 

I II II 

Yathfl kila na svatah parato nobhayato iiapyanyatah siddhih | 
Bhavanflmapeksato Vyakta ! yatha dirgha-hrasvayoh ii 14411 (1693) 
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Trans.— \AA Accomplishment of objects, O Vyakta! like 
( the accomplishment of ) hrasva ( short ) and dirgha ( long ) 
can never be attained by means of itself, through another, by 
means of both, or through any other object ( 1 692 ). 

^ I ^loTTfq ^T^Uf 

^RonTf^ ?r 3 

r%5 I ^ i 

JT f%t q?TT I ^ 

3fR % l 

q;r4 ^ ^ I ’qiq^ qjT^'Jr ^ ^ 

sfq I 

T%l3q5?q5rHf Tg[ I >?q 

fST?^sfq 

I gr«rif|— q^rV^T sifgJT^??^ i ir^qiTt 

q^?iR?T ^r ^iifq ^ 

I m^X) w^m- 

5t ^ s:^ I 

? II ni 

sTcfltq I 

5T 5??qfTqq?jT|; II Ml ( IW ) 
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D. 0 . — Vyaha I your argument is this: — Complete attain- 
ment of ( the existence of ) objects is not possible either svatah 
or jparatah or uhhayatah or anyatah as in the case of ( the 
accomplishment of the existence of ) the hrasva and dirgha, 
there being apehsihatva ( expectation ) of the Kdrya Karanadi- 
hhdvas ( i. e., relations like that of cause and effect ) of the 
paddrthas. Hence, each and every object is expected to be 
either karya or karana. As every kdrya is done by kdrana, 
its kdryatva is subjugated by kdranatva. But the karyatva of 
a kdrya is not svabhdva-siddha ( self-accomplished ). 

Similarly, Jmrana accomplishes kdrya. So that, kdranatva 
of kdrana is subjugated by the karyatva of kdrya. But 
kdrnatva also, is not svatah siddha. 

Now, one which is not Svatahsiddha by virtue of its own 
self cannot be accomplished by means of another also, as in the 
case of the horn of an ass. So, kdryddibhdva is accomplished 
neither by itself nor by another. 

Again, it is improper to consider the possibility of kdryddi- 
hlidvas even by sva and para taken together. Because, since 
siddlhi is not found in either of them separately, how could it 
be attained in the samuddya of the two ? Take the example 
of oil and sand. When oil is not present in every single 
particle of sand, it is not found in the collection of sand also. 
Thus, the accomplishment of an object by means of uhhaya, 
( both ) is also impossible. 

In ‘case of accomplishment by means of vbhaya, there is 
another difficulty also. During the process of stddhi, so long 
as kdrya is not accomplished, there is kdranasiddhi and so long 
as karana is not accomplished, there is kdryasiddhi. Conse- 
quently, kdrya and kdrana depend upon each other, and hence 
there is itaretardsrayadosa, or the fault of affecting each other. 
Thus, it is clear that the siddhi of kdryddibhdva is not possible 
even if sva and para are taken together. 



Vfida ] 


Ganadharavada 


•: 197 :• 


Nor even by any other me&XiS'-anuhha7jaiah~the siddhi 
is possible. For, there is no vasiu ( object ) available except 
sva, para and vblihya in this world. So, even if we presume 
the accomplishment of bhavas anyatah or anuhhayatah ( i. e., 
by means of any object excepting sva^ para and ubhaya ) the 
siddhi would be nir-hetuka ( void of cause ). To take an 
example the pradesint finger ( next to thumb ) looks dtrgha 
when compared with the thumb and hrasva when compared 
with the middle finger. But the finger by itself is neither 
short nor long. 

Since it is not hrasva or dirgha by virtue of itself, it is 
not so by means of another object, nor by both taken together, 
nor by any extra means whatsoever. So it is said — 

“ Na dirghe’steeha dirghatvam na hrasve napi oa dvaye i 
Tasmadasiddbam ^unyatvat saditya khyayate kva hi i ii 

“ Hrasvam pratitya siddham dirgham, dirghani pratltya hrasvamapi 
Na kineidasti siddham, vyavaharavasad vadantyevam ii ” (1692) 

In support of the prima facie assertion that there is 
sarvasunyata, a number of examples are given. 

Atthitta-ghadeganegaya va sawegayaidosao i 
Sawe’nabhilappa va sunna va savvaha bhava I! 145 || (J693 ) 

Astitva-ghataikanekata va sarvaikatadidosat i 
Sarve’nabhilapya va Sunya va sarvatha bhavah ii 145 || ( 1693 ) ] 

Trans . — 145 Unity or distinction of astitva and ghata 
would either give rise to faults like sarvaikafa ( i. e. universal 
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oneness ) or all the objects would become inexpressible ( by 
word or speech) or non-existent in all respects (1693). 

sTsr^T, ^ mi ^ 

^57Tii[ I ^sfqsTT ^ SigjsqTl'^ ft ^Wr%, W ^ 

^zl ? I ^|5Tfq- 
I m ^^5Tt i gift 

^zi, 1 3rft=f, ^ mv* 

^ siT^T- 

S?q?5lft^«TT«^Ti^?^T^5T et?R?rTftdw!TW^ ^J^ sr^T- 
f^T?!:’:^! 5fr ^rtf:, ?rl«iT ^rr ^rr 5iTtft- 

I STN*^, ^ 

Wl^T I 5TT^T-S3rraT^- 

?i |^i?^?q|q %%f^ ii ii 

D. G . — ( 1 ) If ghata and asUtva are taken to be one, 
all objects will have to be taken as one. For, when ghata 
is said to be dbhinna from astitva, all objects that have 
existence will be called ghata^ and there will be no distinction 
of objects like pata etc. Thus there will arise the diffi- 
culty of sarvaikata or Universal one-ness. Moreover, ghata 
will become a sarvatmaka or all-pervading object, since it is 
taken as inseparable from the astitva of all objects. Again, 
if ghata is believed to be astitva itself, existence will be restricted 
to ghata only. All other objects that are not ghata will, in 
that case, have no existence. Consequently ghata alone 
will exist, 
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s^y. ghata, too, will not exist according to this argu- 
ment. Whatever is different from a-ghata is called ghata. 
Now, since ghata and astitva go together, a-ghata which is 
opposite to ghata will also have no existence. Thus, a-ghata 
does not exist. So, also ghata will not exist. For, in oomparision 
with what, will the object be ghata if a-ghata is absent ? 

Hence it is better to resort to sarvasunyata. 

( 2 ) Now, the second alternative that — ghata is distinct 
from asMva-msi.y be considered. If ghata is hhinna from 
astitva, it is devoid of astitva also For, astitva being the 
quality of existence, is the adheya, and ghata which contains 
the quality is adhara. Adheya is not supposed to exist, when 
adhara is away from it. So, ghata is devoid of existence and 
hence it is said to be a-vkdyamdna like the horn of an ass. 

Thus, the above discussion of unity or distinction of astitva 
and ghata leads either to the difficulty of so/i'vaikatd or to the 
anahhilcipyatva and mnyatva as regards each and every object. 

Again, that which is not produced is undoubtedly a-vidya- 
mdna, like the horn of an ass, and it .has already been 
discussed before With regard to objects that have been 
produced in this world, it can also be proved that their pro- 
duction is not in the fitness of things, if properly thought of. 

Jaya’ jayo-bhayao na jayainanam ca jayae jamha t 
Anavattha’ bhavo-bhayadosao sunnaya tamha || 146 ii ( 1694 ) 

Jatfip’jatobhayato, na jayamaiiam oa jay ate yasmat i 
Anavastha’bhavo-bhayadosat sunyata tasmat li 146 ll ( 1694 ) ] 
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Trans.— \ At (An object) which has (already) been 
produced, or which is in both the conditions, or which is ( in 
the state of ) being produced, can never be produced on 
account of faults like disorder, non -entity or both. So, it 
is non-existent. 

5rF=!7^ i sr^cr^r t% ^- 

I ^r, jt ?rr ? i 

^r| ^ ^5r i m 

g«rTR ^qor^ i ^rrq 

3rR^, sri^rtTHtrf^gr 

5T f I ? I gfl i %d: > i ^^- 

TR ^ 3T5q|f { 

iRnrgf^f^ig^ TrrqiiT^ ?r \\ i ii 

5%i% ii W ( ) n 

D. G . — ( 1 ) An object which is once produced has not 
to undergo the process of production again, just as a ghata 
which has already been jata has not to be produced again. 
Even then if it is said that objects that have once been 
produced can be produced again and again, there would be 
anavastha. Hence utpatti of an already jata object is absolu- 
tely impossible. 

( 2 ) Again, if an a~jaMi object is believed to be capable 
of being produced objects like kharavisana~t\iBX have never 
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been produced so far-should also be taken as capable of being 
produced. Because, ajatatva is present in hharmi^na also. But 
this is absurd. So, utpatti of an ajata object is never possible. 

( 3 ) In the case of an object which is both jata and 
a~jata, the utpatti is not possible. Because dosas that are 
found in each one of the above two cases separately are cer- 
tainly found in the combination of the two also. 

Moreover, if an object which is uhhayarupa is taken to 
be vidyaniana it becomes jata and loses its jatajata ubhayarupa. 
Similarly, if it is a-vidyaniana, it cannot be called ubhayarupa, 
but anutpanna only. Now, when it is utpanna or anutpanna, 
dosas like anavastha and dbhava do arise. * 

( 4 ) In the case of a jdyamdna object also, the above 
argument may be applied and the dosas like anavastha and 
abhava arise in that case also, according as it becomes jata 
or a-jdta due to its being vidyamana or a-vidyanwia. So, 
utpatti in this case is also impossible. 

So, it is said, 

“ Gatam na gamyate tavadagatam naiva gamyate i 

Gatagatavinirmuktam gamyamanain na gamyate il ” 

Thus, in all the above-mentioned four avasthas of an object, 
it has been clearly pointed out that its utpatti is impossible. 
Hence, it is proper to believe in the Universal non-entity. 

Heu-paccayasamaggi visu bhavesu no va jam kajjam | 

Disai samaggimayam savvabhavena samaggi ii 147 ii ( 1695 ) _ 


36 
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Hetu-pratyayasamagri visvag bhavesu no va yat karyam I 
Drisyate samagrimayam sarvabhave na samagri II 147 II (1695)] 

Trans.— \A1 An object is accomplished by means of a 
group of causes taken together and not by hetu or praiyaya 
in its individual capacity. { This ) collection of causes cannot be 
( found ) in the ( midst of ) all-pervading negation. 

^ 1 ^ ^ ^UTifir- 

I mt mm 1 

1 I 

?r gsris^T^’s^: 1 q:%qj^TTT^ ^rm- 

^ ^miqr 

li-sir^Twmify i«r?T ??T¥f?^rrra[ I 
1 5 fite’:q’T ft mmt 11 I 11 

^KT f 1 

?r mm mm ^mulf 11 ? 11 

|T% I ^ ^IT^T JTTrlr^F'^Tt, 

^ w2Tf^^iTS5ri%{, 

4 m^m^ 1 w* 

5iif%j ? m\ 

^ fgfj ? ir% n il ( ) II 
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D. C. — An object is said to have been accomplished only 
when all upada/na and mm%tta causes are assembled together. 
But when each one of these causes operates separately, the 
harya could never be accomplished. In other words, there is 
ahhava of the harya and ultimately there will be sarvdhhmct. 
Again, in the midst of sarvdhhdva, samagri cannot exist. 
Consequently, there will be sarvm'unyata. 

Moreover, just as oil cannot be found in the collection of 
sands when it is not present in each individual particle, so 
also harya cannot be found in the-combination of many karanas 
when it is absent in each individual karana separately. 

Thus, when the existence and production of all karyas 
are denied, the existence and production of samagri are also 
denied. So here also, sarvas'unyaia is the only resort of belief. 
Again, it is said that 

“ Hetu-pratyayasamagri pythag bhave^vadarSanat | 

Tena te nabhilapya hi bhavah sarve svabhavatah II ” 

“ Loke yavat samjhasamagryameva dyisyate yasmat \ 

Tagmad na santi bhava, bhave sati nasti samagri nl47||(L695)” 

gnot II II ( ) 

Parabhagadarisanao savvarabhagasuhamayao ya i 
Ubhayanuvalambhao savvanuladdhio sunnam ii 148 ll ( 16,96 ) 

ParabhagadarSanatah sarvaradbhagasauksmyacca | 
Ubhayanupalambhat sarvanupalabdhitah sunyam (| 148 || (1696) ] 

Trans . — 148 The Tear portion (of an object) is not 
perceptible; and its front-most part is very minute. So, on 
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account of the non““p6irc6ption of these two, there is non- 
perception of all, which results in complete negation. 

T^5fTrJTHqkra1r^Hi*T^^'^t’fi^5iTTnT5T^T¥rrri. 

S'T^s^: 55if?r 5fTtrg[f^ I 3^ ^ 

** ?TR^ ’T^’E^TT^ri: ^*t: ^ I 

^ fl mwTJ ^ II \ II ** 

i |T% II ?«c ( ) 11 

D. 0 . — It has already been discussed that objects like 
kharavisana do not exist, because they are non-perceptible. 
In ease of perceptible objects like pillar, ' jar, wall etc, the 
rear and middle portions are not perceived because they are 
screened by the front portion coming in their way. So they 
are said to be a-vidyamana. 

Again, the front portion consists of a number of divisions. 
Out of all these divisions, every one is screened by the other 
coming in its^ immediate front which again is screened by a 
third one in its immediate vicinity and so on. Ultimately, the 
front-most particle is left unscreened. But it is extremely small 
in size and hence becomes non-cognizible. Now, since the 
rear and front-most parts are non-perceptible, it can be said 
that objeots-and ultimately all the objects in the Universe — are 
non-cognizable or s'unya. Moreover, it is said that 
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" Yavad dri^yam parastavad bhagah sa ca na driSyate i 
Tena te nabhilapya hi bhavah sarve svabhavatah ii ” 

So, you have a doubt in the existence of Bhuta etc, and 
according to your belief, they are non-existent. This finishes 
the ^rvapaksa ( the argument of the opponent ) 

Now follows the refutation of the argument — 

Makuru Viyaita I samsayamasai na samsayasamubbhavo juttol 
Khakusuma-kharasingesu va jutto so thanu-purisesu ii 149li (1697) 

Makuru Yyakta ! samsayamasati na samsayasamudbhavo yuktahi 
Khakusuma-kharasrrigayoriva yuktah sa sthanu-purusayoh I|149||] 

Trans.— 149 O Vyakta ! Do not entertain doubt, The 
doubt about non-existent ( objects ) is improper as in the case 
of kha-kusuma (flower of the sky) and kharasrnga (horn of an 
ass ). It is proper ( only ) with regard to ( existent objects 
like) sthanu and pitrusa. ( 1697 ) 

I ^^fq^TOTT- 

^^Tr^r% ii li( ) li 

D. C.- — 0 long-lived Vyakta ! Don’t be dubious about the 
existence of hhutas. Because the doubt about non-existent 
objects is totally unjustifiable as in the case of hlia-kusuma 
and kharasrnga where abhava is already fixed up. It can be 
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justified only in the case of existent objects like sthmu and 
purusa. But if you raise any doubt as regards a non-existent 
object, the doubt will be raised in the case of kharavisana 
also, which, too is non-existent in general. 

^ m t% i 

K^o va visesaheu savvabhave v! thanu-purisesu | 

Sanka na khapupfaisu vivajjao va kaham na bhave ? ii 150 ll (1698) 

[ ^ sri I 

W ^ 

Ko va viesahetuh sarvabhave’pi sthanu-purusayoh | 

Sarika na khapuspadisu viparyayo va katham na bhavet? ||150||] 

Trans.— \50 Or, what special reason can there be in 
( entertaining ) doubt about sthariu and purusa and not about 
kha-puspa ( flower of the sky ) etc, even in ( the midst of ) all- 
pervading non-entity? Or, why should not the reverse take 
place ? ( 1698 ) 

srisqr 

imi ^1% ^ liTR; II 1 

D. C. — Even when there was all-pervading negation on 
what special ground could you entertain doubt about existent 
objects like stlianu etc, and not about non-existent objects like 
kha-puspa etc ? If there is no visesahetu on which your belief 
is based, the sams'aya^ in general, may rise at all places. Or, 
in absence of clear explanation, reverse may be the case i. e. 
The doubt may arise about non-existent objects like kha-puspa 
etc, and not about existent objects like sthanu etc. 



Vada 3 


Ganadharavfida 


•: 207 :• 


Moreover, 

t%f HHsft ? im?n (? W) 

Paccakkliao’numanadagamao va pasiddhiratthanam i 
Savvappamanavisayabhave kiha samsao jutto ? u 151 II ( 1699) 

5^: 2 11 11 ( \\%% ) 

Pratyaksato’numanadagamato va prasiddhirarthanam i 
Sarvapramanavisayabhave katham samsayo yuktah ? nl5t|| (1699)] 

Trans. — 151 The accomplishment of objects is (attained) 
either by ( means of ) visible evidence ( pratyaksa ) or by 
inference ( anumana ) or by documentary evidence ( agama ). 
( But ) in absence of all ( such ) Pratmtias ( evidences ) and 
visayas ( topics ) how could the samsaya be justified ? ( 1 699 ) 

sTtiiTOf^f 
I ^ 

m f ? i 

^ mm ii ii 

( ) n 

D. O . — When the object is accomplished by means of 
2:>ramanas ( evidences ) a doubt may arise in several objects to 
a certain extent. But when all such pranianas and visayas are 
absent, how can the doubt exist ? The doubt springs up from 
materials like^naid and ^fieya. But when everything is believed 
as s'unya, materials like jnaia and jheya are not supposed to 
exist, and hence, the sams'aya has also no reason to rise. 

?T ^ ii ii ( ?v9o«> ) 
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Jam samsayadau nanapajjaya tam ca neyasambaddham i 
Savvanneyabhave na samsao tena te jutto ll 152 ii ( 1700 ) 

^ ^ II II ( ) 

Yat sam^ayadayo jnanaparyayastacca jneyasambaddham | 
Sarvajheyabhave na sajnSayastena te yuktah II 152 ii ( 1700 ) ] 

Trans.— \52 Since doubt etc. are the synonyms of jmna, 
they are related to the jneya ( cognizable object ) also. So, 
in absence of all jmyas, your doubt has also no place 
( to exist ). { 1700 ) 

I m ^ ii ( ?\soo ) n 

D. C. — Since doubt, inversion ( viparyaya ) non-apprehen- 
sion ( anadhyavasaya ) and affirmation ( nirimya ) are the 
( various ) synonyms of knowledge, they are automatically 
connected with the cognizable also. Now, since everything is 
s'unya^ nothing can be apprehended when there is nothing 
jneya, there can be no jnana and no Barns' aya also, as sarns'aya 
is nothing but a paryaya of the knowledge. 

Still, however, if you insist upon entertaining doubt, siddhi 
of objects will have to be apprehended only by means of 
anumdna and not by virtue of perception as there can be no 
perception on account of the absolute ahhava of everything. 

^ vfmj HT5PIT ! f i 

Santi cciya te bhava samsayao Somma I thanu-purisa vva i 
Aha ditthantamasiddham niannasi nanu samsayabhavo || 153 ii 

[ I I 
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Santyeva te bhavah samsayatah Saumya ! sthanu-purusaviva i 
Atha drstantamasiddham manyase nanu samsayabhava'hill53||(1701)] 

Trans. — 153 O Saumya! Because of (your) doubt 
( about them ), those objects do exist like stham and purusa, 
But, again, if you believe the example ( of stKanu and purusa ) 
to be asiddha ( i. e. unaccomplished ), existence of the doubt 
will be denied. ( 1701 ) 

ra‘5srT^5'T»TiTiii; i 

D. G . — 0 Saumya ' The very doubt that yon have raised 
against the objects proves that the objects are vtdyamana like 
sthdnu and purusa. For, there cannot exist any doubt about 
non-existent objects like akas'apuspa and kharavisaua. 

Again, if you think that the above example of ( the 
existent objects like ) sthanu and purusa is wrong, you are 
not justified. For, in that case, all objects whether vidyamans. 
as sthanu etc, or a-vidyamcma as Miapuspa etc. will have to 
be considered as a-vidtjamdna according to your belief. So, 
when the existence of each and every object will be denied, 
naturally the existence of doubt will also be denied. 

?TfT*nl ft *it dtft Thft®!'? t, ^ ^ I • 

Savvabhave vi mai samdeho siminae vva, no tarn ca I 

Jam saranainimitto simino na u savvahabhavo u 154 ll ( 1702 ) 

[ ^ I 
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Sarvflbbave’pi matih saqadehah svapnaka iva, no taoca i 

Yat smaranadinimittah svapno na tu sarvatha’bhsvah 1115411 (1702)] 

Trans .— It is improper to believe that inspite of all- 
pervading negation, doubt does spring up in a dream. For, 
dream consists of ( a number of ) nimittas like remembrance 
etc. and it is not absolutely non-existent. { 1702 ) 

5TTRf ggTR i f% 

RfgTrffs^^tii ^ ? I ii ( ) ii 

2). a— In support of the belief that doubt springs up 
even in sarvabhava, an opponent may advance an argument 
as follows — Just as in a dream, a poor pauper raises a doubt 
and questions whether there is an elephant or a mountain 
before his house, though, in fact, nothing exists like that; so, 
also, at other places, doubt can be raised inspite of the absolute 
abhava of things. Thus we can say that even though, there 
is sarvabhava, sams'aya does exist in dream. 

But the above argument is totally groundless. In dream, 
doubt arises on account of various reasons. Say for instance, 
when an object is seen or experienced, the remembrance of 
that experience etc. gives rise to the doubt. So, for the rise 
of doubt in the dream there is some sort of reason which 
brings the dream — and hence the doubt — into existence. Thus 
doubt arises from an existent object and not from the absolute 
abhava of it. 

But, suppose, even then, if you believe that the saTndeha 
springs up from the absolute abhava also, the doubt should 
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also have to arise from objects like sixth element which have 
never been existent so far. Because, cAhava is present in 
them also. 

Anuhuya-dittha-cintiya-suya-payaiviyara-devaya’nuya I 
Siminassa nimittaim punnam pavam ca nabhavo 11 155 ii (1703) 

m ^ II 11 ( ) 

Anubhuta-dfSta-cintita-Sruta-prakyti-vikara-devata’nupah | 
Svapnasya nimittani punyam papam ca nabhavah ul55|| (1703) ] 

, Trans.— \55 (Previous) experience, obsei*vation, attentive 
consideration, and hearing ( of an object ), ill-health ( prakrti ) 
vikara ), a deity, watery place, meritorious act and sin-these 
are the prominent causes ( nimittas ) of dream. So it is not 
non-existent. ( 1703) 

I I i 

qqr, qiq-fqqTf^sifqq: stirrer: I qqr, sr^- 

qfqf^T qi qqqr qT^R^rq; i qqr, si^qt qqi 

|oqRg^qR^q fqR^q;l m =qTfqs^q q^q rrtT^, ^ 
qiq: I qrq^ m i qqRR'rfq m 

qqqi qfqqiq^ 2 ii 

D. C. — The nimittas that bring dream into existence are 
treated as follows : — 

1. Previous Certain acts like sfiana, bhojana. 



•: 312 Jinabh,adra Gaui’s [ The fourth 

vilepana etc< that have onoe been experienced are perceived 
again in dream due to this reason, 

3. Observation — When objects like elephants, horses etc. 
are perceived in dream, the dream is said to have been caused 
by the drsiartha reason. 

3. Attentive Gmsideratwn — A dream representing acquisi- 
tion of a beloved etc. is called the dream of eintitartha. 

4. Hearing — When places like svarga^ and naraha , — 
which are only heard of, and not seen— are perceived in 
dream, the nimitta is srtartha. 

5. Disturbance of Health — 111 health caused by diseases 
like vata and pitta is also one of the nimittas of dream. 

6. A deity— When one beholds a deity-adverse or favour- 
able-in dream, the dream can be called deva-nim%tta, 

7. Watery place— This is also one of the nimittas when 
one dreams in the midst of watery region. 

8-9. Pumja and pdpa—A. dream is said to be good or 
bad according as there is punya or papa^ as its nimitta. 

Thus, It is clear that a svapna is brought about by one 
of the above-mentioned nimittas. And hence, svapna is 
nothing but an object which can be brought into existence by 
means of a nimitta or nimittas. In this way, when the dream 
itself is existent, how can you call the world to be non-existent 
like svapna ? 

Vinnanamayattanao ghadavinnanam va suminao bhavoi 
Ahava vihiyanimitto ghado vva nemittiyattao ii 156 ii ( 1704 ) 
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Vijiiananiayatvato ghatavijnanauiiva svapnako bhavab. | 

Athava vihitanimitto ghata iva naimittikatvat ii 166 ti ( 1704 ) ] 

Trans. — 156 The existence of dream is { apprehended) 
either because dream is vijhanamaya ( L e. full of knowledge ) 
like ghata or because it is naimiitika ( i. e. caused by nimiila ) 
like ghata as mentioned before. ( 1704 ) 

5rm'?Tf^?TTT% 

II ) II 

D. C . — Existence of dream can be proved m either of 
these two ways 

1. Dream is full of cognizance as ghata is. S.o, like 
ghata, dream can also be perceived on account of its 
being existent. 

2. As ghata is caused by various nimittas, dream is 
also caused by mmittas, like anubhava, smarana, ointana etc. 
that are mentioned before. So, it is clear that dream is a 
murta harya, and hence existent like ghata, 

^ ^3TT T% T% I 

T% ? II (?VSoH) 

T% T% ^ RTf T% ^ T% I 

wtti ? II nc II 

fife I 

^ TTf'JlTf ? II 11 (^vSovs) 
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m of ^ t% q- ^noiifepr i 
f% ^ ^ ? n!^on(?\so<i) 

T%f qd^?TT%€f I 

3^f ^r ? ii^^^ii (^vso^) 

Savvabhave ca kao sumino’sumino tti saccamaliyam ti | 
Qandhavvapuram Padaliputtam tattho vayaro tti ? ill 5711(1705) 

K^ajjam ti karanam ti ya sajjhaininam sahanam ti katta tti i 
Vatta vayanam vaccam parapakkho’yam sa-pakkho’yani'?ll 1 58ll( 1 706) 

Kim veha thira-davo-sina-calaya-ruvittanaim niyayaim i 
Saddadao ya gajjha sottaiyaim gahanaim ? || 159 11 ( 1707 ) 

Samaya vivajjao va savvagahanam va kim na sunnammi | 

Kim sunnaya va sammam saggaho kim va micchattam?iil60ii(1708) 

Kiha sa-paro-bhaya buddhi kaham ca tesim paropparamasiddhi « 
Aha paramaie bhannai sa-paramaivisesanam katto ? ii 1 6 1 ii ( 1 709) 

II II ( ?\so^ ) 

l II II ( ) 

mm: mmf^ ? ii ii ( t^sovs ) 

m II II 

Sarvabhave ea kutah svapno’svapna iti satyamalikamiti i 
Gaudharvapuram Pataliputram tathya upacara iti f ||157|| (1705) 
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Kfiryamiti karanamiti ca sadhyauiidam sadhauamiti kartell i 
Vakta vacanam vacyam para pakso’yam svapakso’yani ?||158ii(l706) 

Kim veha sthira-dravo-sna-calata-rupitvani niyatani i 
SabdadayaSea grahyak srotrSdikani grahyani ? II 159 || ( 1707 ) 

Samata viparyayo va sarvagrahanam va kim na sunye i 
Kim sunyata vasamyak sadgrahah kim va mithyatvam ||160|1(1701) 
Katkam sva-paro-bhaya buddhih katbam ca tesauiparasparamasiddhil: 
Atha para-matya bbanyate sva-para-mativisesanam kutah? ||161|| ] 

Trans. — 157-161 Again, in case of all-pervading negation 
how could there be distinction between dream and otherwise? 
between truth and false-hood ? between ( an imaginary ) 
Gandharva city and ( a real ) Patlipittra?f between a fact and 
fancy ? between cause and effect ? between end, means, and 
( their ) agent? between speaker, speech, and ( that which is ) 
to be spoken V between one’s own party, and the opposite party ? 
Or, in such a case, how could ( properties like ) stability, fluidity, 
heat, activeness etc. as well as ( the rule ) that sound etc. 
are grdhya ( to be received ) and the ear etc. are grahakas 
{ receivers )— be ascertained at all Or, why should ( faults 
like ) uniformity, contraiety or non-acceptibility of all, not arise 
in ( the state of all-pervading ) negation ? And, is this ( appre- 
hension of ) sunayid really substantial or worthless ? Moreover, 
how could sva,para, and iibhayahe. distinguished and how would 
their mutual accomplishment be possible ( in case of all-perva- 
ding negation ) ? And, if it is said to be due to another’s in- 
tellect, how could the intellect of sm and para be distinguished ? 

( 1705-1709 ). 

w«fT, 


f Known as Patna alj the present time. 
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m JTrorsr^j, ?rsir, ^rijt 

<i«iT, m ’Tsiiw 

^ sr^Sr m ^ 

fT% ? I ^1 ” 

^fqs^TT: mj sri^w- 

^^k t I gsir, ^s^SC^ ITMT «^, ^s!:^TTq ^ ^5rT^r% 
f ^ R^iTl%r|[: ? i 

iT?r; 2 1 

2!rw, ^ H 

2 1 ^r^srr, ^^?Trs^c[n;?jT^^f 

5K^iri^ ^ 2 I ¥ITtR^?JT^5r ^^':sTI*S^^RTf^?||0Tr1lf^ I 

^^?rTiq5^T^cT%: I i%^, 

?rTf?<r: f% R?rl, ?( 2 1 f^?i^, ?i6^1’T5Tm^^«r: i m =r 

R?i^^ gif m 

5iiRrJ, ^ i^r: l sr^i^r, 5(Tcr?g^— ;i5 g-i- 

5^??Ttl 3Tf?T|^ ^IT^IJlf W ?r^Jrf:, ¥rR^^^3Tf«rr 

qj^ fq%q|s: ? i 

51^^— ^ ^RT^f i%r%: IrqtR? ^I^R^^T^f- 

Hq^rr 2 r ^qf i^q-s^ql-^qr^qf q^^q^R^f^?.:^- 
2— q^q!quq^^Rrf:%5i; qq t isqq %^^h I srqqq :■— 

q R5qT^%^^q q^?|jIT ^qfqqqfRsiq^RteqT- 

qjT^RJifq 1 qq^ iR-^fqf-RqiRTRiqqq qqr' 

?r?^q qrfq, ^qm%^j 2 1 
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sr^%Rf rf^r f^^i^iTsrrd; 

5r^f%?^r: 

^ ^iTT^ ^5r?r: 

i?:^ i q;^ ^ql-^frqirlrsirfq i 

m Wi% Ir^TTf? 

’Tit--3i?qff^: %m r%t ^qrqqq- 

R^ f^: ?-5r ^-qq^it^sR ** q^■^x 

qi i^qriiqRg^ ^qrqt i ^q-qrqRrg^iqjT^ r jjfq- 

RR^q^iqfTRnf^ II ?^'S-?H<i-?HV?^o-?^t II ( ?V9oV 

^VSo^-^\9oV9-?VSo^^^V9o<^ ) ij 

D. C . — If the idea of all-pervading negation were taken, 
as true, there would not exist any distinction between dream 
and reality; truth and falsehood; between an imaginary 
Gandlmrvapura and a real Pataliputru; between a natural 
four-legged lion and an artificial man-lion Manmaka ; between 
karyos like ghata, etc, and isaranas like lump of earth etc. 
Again, there would be no distinction between sadhya ( saj, c, g. 
ctnityatva ) sadharuz ( say, c. g. the artificial instrunaent-by 
means of which umtyatva is brought about ) and karta ( e. g. 
a potter ) who is the doer of the sadhya. There would be no 
distinction between a speaker, his speech ( composed of three 
or five parts ) and a number of words that are to be uttered, 
and there would be no distinction between svapaksa and para- 
paksa also. 
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Moreover, properties such as stability of earth, fluidity of 
water, activeness of wind, formlessness of sky etc. as well as 
the rule that sabda, rupa, gandha etc. are grdhya and ears, 
eyes, nose etc. are grahaka, could not be established in the 
midst of sarvas'myatd. 

Again, in the midst of all-pervadmg negation there being 
no possibility of distinction between satya and asatya either 
( 1 ) there would be uniform apprehension of svapna as well 
as asvapna, or ( 2 ) there would be inverse apprehension of 
svapna as asvapna and asvapna as svapna, or ( 3 ) there 
would be absolute non-apprehension of svapna, asvapna and 
many other things. Here, O Vyakta ! It is absolutely incorrect 
to assert that the apprenhension of svapna, asvapna etc. is 
due to hhranU ( delusion ). For, cognizance that apprehends 
an object is produced only by means of definite ascertainment 
of time, place and properties. 

And is that bhranh, which, according to you, apprehends 
svapna, asvapna, etc., vidyamana or a-vidyamdna f If it is 
vidyamana, then naturally sarvas'unyata does not exist. If it 
is a-vidyam~ana the jnana that apprehends an object being 
devoid of bhranti, all objects would automatically be taken as 
mdyamdna and there would be nothing like sarvas'unyata at all. 

And, how is it O Vyakfa ! that the apprehension of 
existent objects as mnya, is, according to you, a right appre- 
hension and that which apprehends them as vidyamana is 
worthless ? Will you tell me what particular purpose do you 
hold in believing this sarva'mnyaid f 

According to the rule that objects could never be accom- 
plished merely by themselves, you apprehend objects that are 
short, long, or either, distinctly as short, long, or either. Thus, 
on one side, you are utilizing your power of discrimination in' 
the apprehension of objects; while on the other side, you are 
trying to assert the mutual non-accomplishment of those very 
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objects. This involves self-contradiction in your own argument 
whichj O Vyakta ! is not at all worthy of you. 

The point is that in case of establishing the existence of 
objects mere apekm would not do. Quality of undertaking an 
action in an object which produces jkana about its own self 
is also an active cause. And that is the reason why hrasva, 
dh'gha, and ubhaya-eaoh one of which would be producing 
jndna about its own self-should be taken as existing. 

Again, O Vyakta ! you believe that to the apeksa of 
the middle finger, the pradesint finger is considered as hjrasva 
even if it does not exist. But your argument is absolutely 
unfounded. For, in comparision with the middle finger if 
pradesini were taken as hrasva even though it is a-vidyamdna 
by its very nature, the horns of an ass that are also Or-vidya- 
mdna should be taken as hrasva and a very long substance 
like indradhvaja should also be taken as hrasva as the quality 
of a-vidyanrnnatd is common in all the three oases. But that 
is not so. Really speaking, pradehint finger being vidyarmna 
by nature and being possessed of a number of properties by 
virtue of various co-operative causes, manifests manifold variations 
along with the corresponding types of cognizance also. So it 
is not correct to assert that the cognizance of hrasva, d\rgha 
etc. is produced in the absolutely non-existent ahguU only by 
means of apeksa. You might argue at this point that in such 
cases also, dtrgha, hrasva, vbhaya etc. are apprehended and the 
intellects as regards sva para and vbhaya are discriminated 
only in comparision with another’s opinion and further* that 
according to you, hrasva, dtrgha etc. that are svatah siddha 
and that produce jndna with regard to their own selves are 
nothing at all. Even if you believe like that, 0 Vyakta ' 
how would you distinguish between your opinion and another’s 
opinion in the midst of all-pervading negation ? Naturally 
there would be no distinction between sva and para at all. 
On the other hand, if you accept this distinction there would 
be nothing like s'unyatd at all. ( 1705-1709 ) 
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1^# ft ^ flnoiroT f Tsr i 

3?Tf ITT^nqr’JT ^T ^ I 

sii ^ ^Tsir^^T f ?ii %\\ \\(%w) 

Jugavam kamena va te vinnanam hojja diha-hassesu i 

Jai jugavam kavekkha kamena puvvammi ka’vekkha? lil62ii (1710) 

Aimavinnanam va jam balasseha tassa ka’vekkha i 
Tullesuva ka’vekkha paropparam loyanaduge vva ? iil63ii (1711) 

[ qr ^ fqfH ^q-l^^q^j i 

qfq T^^qq; qjis^qr I o) 

qrf^qfqf iq m q^ m I 

35q^q| qjTs^^T mm II II ( wi) 

Yugapat kramena va te vijnanam bhaved drigha-hrasvayoh I 
Yadi yugapat ka’peksa kramena purvasmin ka’peksa? Iil62ii{1710) 

Adimavijnanam va yad balasyeha tasya ka’peksa i 
Tulyayorva ka’peksa parasparam loeanadvika iva ? ill63|i (1711)] 

Jm/is. — 162-163 Is that vijnana of yours as regards dirgha 
and hrasva ( produced ) all at once or in regular course ? If 
( it is produced ) all at once, what apeksd ( is there ) ? (And) 
if ( it is produced ) in regular course, to what apeksd is the 
first produced ? Or, to what apeksd has the first and foremost 
cognizance of a child been produced ? Or, what mutual apeksd 
( could there be ) in the case of two similar ( objects ) like a 
pair of eyes ? ( 1710-1711 ) 

q«qqr~q^fq?qTi^^4-I^q%qqTfqqT^q ^qr- 
^T^qf^qi^ iR # i^qq^q q^^, qr ? qf^ qf| 
q^q^^ s^^fq ^qqqq wqfqqiRrfq q^qrqi^ qj^q 
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? I 3 rsi ’^^jrm¥rT% 5 fr f 

q«qqT^% 1 1 

^q^qfqfq^^ir ^rq^nqTqT 
I f srrgr^q 
f^^qT% ?iq^%R?qTqqTql %Tqq;, qT|^% I \ 

qr, ^ ^ qrfq ^q, T%fg q^qt ^^1- 

^^\^ ^qqraqrraqr ^T-s?qt?qT^?jT qjt^g;, 

qqr gqq^q ^qq^jq^Eq i q^qrqf qqrfqqqiqkr qprr^w 
!!e:qq,, t%? 3 ^qqfqqmqqtirr^qTfqfq^^^jT qq ^ ^qi^q^sfq i 
3q^q;i% g qqqq^irrqTqT qT^^qTqq^q’[1^Tqqfq5Tf^q;Tqo^^g^ 
q?qr^ ^q-i^qrfqsqq^^r: qqi?l, ffq ^qq:^^r qq qr^q 
qiqr |T% II ( ) II 

D. 0 — Consider whether jhTina in ease of objects that 
are hrasva and dtrgha is produced at the same time or in 
regular course. If both the jnanas are produced simultaneously, 
there would be no scope for apeksa, both being recognized in 
their own form at the same time. On the other hand, if jhanas 
of the two were produced one after another the hrasva object 
would be apprehended by virtue of its own jrmna; but later 
on, to whose apeksa would the dtrgha object be apprehended ^ 
This leads us to conclude that in spite of the existence of 
mediums like eyes etc., in absence of apeksa all objects are 
apprehended in various forms only by virtue of their individual 
jhanas. This proves that the existence of all objects is 
very natural. 

Again, to whose apeksa is the jnana attained by a child 
immediately after its birth produced ? And, what mutual 
apeksa could there exist in reflecting a similar cognizance in 
two similar objects which are neither hrasva nor dtrgha but 
exactly identical to each other ? This shows that various 
forms of objects like fingers etc. are not apprehended by 
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virtue of their ape&sa to others but by means of their corres- 
ponding cognizances which are independent of apeksa. Later 
on, in the curiosity of ‘ observing the forms in details, the 
objects are recognized as hrasva, dirgha etc., on account of 
certain co-operative causes such as recalling the opposite 
' faction etc. Each and every object would therefore be taken 
as existent by virtue of no other factor but its own svabhdva. 

Moreover, 

ft ^ ft ^ I 

V ^ ft ^ (ptscinsit ? II II 

Kim hassao dihe dihao ceva kim no dihammi | 

Kisa va na khapupphau kim na khapupphe khapupphao ?il 1 64ii( 1712) 

Kim hrasvad dtrghe dirghadeva kim na dlrghe 1 

Kasmad va na khapuspat kim na khapuspe khapuspat ? || 164 l|(l 712 )] 

Trans.— \64 Why ( is the knowledge ) about dirgha 
{ acquired ) from hrasva and not from dirgha ( itself ) ? Or, 
why not from khapuspa ? Or, why not ( the knowledge ) about 
khaptispa ( acquired ) from khapuspa { itself ) ? (1712) 

I ** r% 1 % 5T 

5[S3^K I ^«rT, ^ ^ gf^- 

^ 5 11 ( WR ) 11 
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D. 0 . — If everything is s'unya according to the theory of 
sarva s'unyata, how is it that the cognizance of dtrglia is 
acquired only from its apeksa to hrasva as seen in the case of 
prades'in^ and madhyamd fingers, and not from its apeksa to 
the dirgha itself ? Similarly, why is the practice of appre- 
hending dirghatva from dtrgha and hrasvatva from hrasva not 
followed ? Moreover, the practice of acquiring knowledge 
of hhapuspa as well as the knowledge of hrasvatva and 
dirghatva in hhapuspa from the hhapuspa itself is not followed 
even though s'unyatd is common to all of them. This shows 
that there is nothing like sarvas'unyaUd in this world. 

Moreover, 

Kim va’vikkhae ciya hojja mai va sabhava evayam | 

So bhavo tti sabhavo vanjhaputte na so jutto » 165 11 ( 1713 ) 

[ 1 
# ^ ^ II II 

Kimvapeksayaiva bhaved matirva svabhava evayam i 
Svobhavaiti svabhavo vandhyaputre na sayuktah lll65|| ( 1713)] 

Trans . — 165 Or, of what avail is the apeksa at all ? 
{ The opponent may argue here that ) “ Apprehension by 
means of apeksa is natural.” ( But ) the bhava { existence ) of 
sva ( one’s own self ) means svabkava; { and ) that does not 
apply to the son of a barren woman. (1713) 

1 1 3r«r 
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I \ l^s%, m 

5Trqcn^qn?TfT^: I ^ ^ 

|%T% I Wf^ ^TS^5?T, lf^^TST%RJ II \V\ II 
( ) II 

D. C — If there is absolute negation in the world, what is 
the use of apeJcsa in apprehending hrasva etc. to the apehsa 
of dArgha etc. ? For, the very conception of apehsa is contrary 
to the absolute negation. 

Vyahta: — Apprehending hrasva, Mrgha etc. by means of 
apehsa is very natural. 

Acarya : — That is not so, O Vyahta ! Svahhava is the 
root cause in cases like “ fire burns ” “ The sky does not 

burn etc. But, that is not applicable to the above-named 
example of the apprehension of hrasva, dirgha etc. Hence, 
svahhava should not be blamed in such cases. It is absurd to 
assume svahhava in the apprehension of non-existent objects 
like vandhyaputra. 

Svahhava means existence of one’s own self. The rest 
can be distinguished as parahhdva — the existence of everything 
else. Apart from your belief in apehsa, the principle of 
sarvas'unyata would be violated even from this point of view. 

How 1 

wt ikmm i 

Hojjavekkhao va vinnanam vabhihanamettam va i 

Diham ti va hassam ti va na u satta sesadhamma va 11 I 6611 (1714) 
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Bhavedapeksato va vijnanam vabhidhanamatram v5 i 
Dirgbamiti va hrasvamiti va na tu satta sesadharma va 11I6611] 

Trans . — 166 By means of apeksa either vijriana or mere 
acknowledgment ( of an object ) as short or long would be 
( attained ) but not the existence of the rest of the properties. 
( 1714) 

ill: i i 

jfii^Tir ^ ^T^TR I 3 r^s??^T^^Ricr^j m 51^5- 

1 , ? |T% 

D. 0. — By virtue of its apeksa to another object, a self- 
accomplished object would gain either vijnana or the acknow- 
ledgment of its own self as hrasva or dirgka and nothing more. 
Neither existence nor qualities such as rupa, rasa, sparka etc., 
that are distinct from hrasvatva, dirghatva etc. could be 
established by the help of apeksa. Now, jrianas that enable 
us to apprehend existence along with those qualities are 
produced spontaneously. So, how could existence etc. of a 
self-accomplished object be refuted by means of apeksa ? And 
when the existence etc. of an object are not denied, how 
could the principle of all-pervading negation be accepted 
at all ? 

■» 

Ihara hassabhave savvavinaso havejja dihassa i 

Nayaso, tamha sattadayo’navikkha ghadainam ii 167 ii ( 1715) 
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^ mf gwig; ii ii ( W ^ ) 

Itaratha hrasvabhave sarvavinaso bhaved dtrghasya i 

Na oa sah, tasmat sattadayo’napeksa ghatadtnam l|167li (1715)] 

Trans. —W Otherwise, in the absence of hrasva, there 
should have been an absolute negation of dirgha also. But 
that is not so. Hence the existence etc. of ghaia etc. are 
( established as ) independant of ( their ) apeksa ( to other 
objects ).( 1715 ) 

II ^^<3 II II 

i7, C. — If the qualities like existence etc. of the objects 
such as ghata etc., were dependant upon their comparision 
with other objects, destruction of a hrasva object would have 
effected the destruction of a dirgha object also. But really 
speaking, existence etc. of a dirgha object are not denied 
when a hrasva object turns into an absolute negation. This 
leads us to the conclusion that objects like ghata etc. have 
their properties such as existence, rupa, etc,, totally independant 
of their apeksd to other objects and hence the idea of all- 
pervading negation is automatically refuted 

?r ft ?r ?tw iih^ii 

fiT% ftftf ftr^T%^ ft i 

ii?^^n 
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** « 

^Tf H3fr ^ T%^f U ^vso U 

Javi avikkhaVikkhanamavikkhago’ vikkhanijjamanavikkha i 
Sa na maya savvesu vi santesu na sunnaya nama ul68u (1716) 

Kitn ci sao taha parao tadubhayao kim ci niccasiddham pi i 
Jalao ghadao puriso taham vavaharao neyam ii 169 II (1717) 

Nicchayao puna bahiranimittamettovao-gao sawam i 

Hoi sao jamabhavo na sijjhai nimittabhave vi II 170 n ( 1718 ) 

[ I 

5? w ii ii ( ) 

II H ( ) 

Ya’pyapeksa’peksanamapeksako’peksaniyamanapeksya | 

Sa na mata sarvesvapi satsu na Sunyata nama u 168 11 ( 1716 ) 

Kimcit svatastatha paratastadubhayatah kimcid nityasiddhamapi i 
Jalado ghatakah purusastatha vyavaharato jneyam iil69|| (1717) 

NiScayatah punar-bahir-nlmittamatropayogatah sarvam. i 
Bhavati svato yadabhavo na sidhyati nimittabbave’pi Ill70ii(l7l8)] 

Trans. — 168-169-170 Even ix/j^A^S-being identical to ( the 
nature ot ) action ( apeksanam ), agent ( apeksakah ), arid object 
( apeksaniyam ) — could not be accepted. When all are existing 
there could not be sunyata at all. Some are spontaneous 
e. g. a cloud ; some { are produced ) by means of others 
as in the case of ghafa ; and Some ( are produced ) in both 
the ways, e, g. a man; while some are produced even for 
ever. Again, it is certain that each one { of them ) becomes 
existent by its own self only by resorting to the external 
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causes. ( But ) that which is non-existent is not produced 
even in the presence of external causes. ( 1716-1717-1718) 

II II ( ) II 

t%r%^ 

^zi I 'q«fT qrai-ftij^qr im* i 

q5?Tss^T?irq; I sqqii^qqi^w 3[25q^i 

qiir RfqTrqiq^qTf^irq ^qq 

q^T?: qiir ^TfqqMTf^’^qtsqiqt q 

T%«qi%l ^qqqqqq q qT^iTPqfqm iK^V^vso (^vs^v3-^ys^<j)|) 

D. O. — Consideration of dlrglia etc. in comparision with 
hrasva etc., is itself nothing but harta, harma and kriyd. 
Now, when all objects are accomplished as existent by virtue 
of their being either karta, karma or kriya^ where could the 
s'unyata exist at all ? 

The existence of all objects is either svatah, paratah, or 
uhhayatah. There are several objects such as cloud etc. which 
come into being only by coming into contact with some subs- 
tance as their karana', some like ghata are produced by the 
help of karta, some like purusa are produced by both ( as 
purusa comes into existence on account of his parents as 
well as his deeds in the past life ). Some objects like dkasa 
are ever accomplished. Thus, it is seen that various objects 
come into existence in various ways, according to their usage. 
But really speaking, all objects are existing by their very 
svabhdva merely by resorting to their external causes. In case 
of objects that are non-existent, existence could not be brought 
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about even if the external causes were present because non- 
existence is innate in them by their very svahhava. 

In reply to the question whether astitva and ghata are 
one or different, the Acarya argues thus : — 

mm ^ Hr r% fr 

Atthitta-ghadeganegaya ya pajjayamettacinteyam i 

Atthi ghade padivanne, ihara sa kim na kharasinge ? Ill 71 II (1719) 

Astitva-gbateikanekata vH paryayamatracinteyam | 

Asti ghate pratipanne, itaratha sa kim na kharasrhge 11 171 li ] 

Trans. — 171 ( The question ) whether ghata and astitva 
are one or different is ( nothing but the question ) of synonym 
when ghata is existent. ( For, ) otherwise why should it not 
arise in case of kharasrnga ( also ) ? ( 1719 ) 

5T II W ( ) II 

D. G . — After having asserted that “ ghata .exists ” the 
question whether ghata and astitva are identical or not is 
reduced to the consideration of both as being mere synonyms 
of each other. Moreover, this question should arise only in 
case of the existent ghata. Eor, if it were not so, the 
question of ekaia-anekafa would arise in case of non-existent 
objects like kharasrnga and vandhyafxitra also. 
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Following the example of ghata and astitva there would be 
a probability of ekata-anekaia between ghata and sunyata also — 

fl ! I 

Qhada-sunnaynnayae vi sunnaya ka ghadahiya somma 1 1 
Egatte ghadao cciya na sunnaya nama ghadadhammo 1 iil72ii (1720) 

^ I II W II II 

Ghata-Sunyatanyatayamapi sunyata ka ghatadhika saumya ! | 
Ekatve ghataka eva na Sunyata nama ghatadharmah ! II 172 || ] 

Trans. — 172 Even in case of ghata and sunyata being 
different ( from each other ) what Mnyata, exceeding ghata 
could be ( found ), O Saumya ? In case of similarity also^ it 

i 

is the ghata itself ( which exists ). Sunyata does never become 
the property of ghata ( 1720 ) 

^ 

II WR (Wo ) II 

i). 0 , — ^If ghata and mnya^a are bhtnna from each other, 
exceeding ghata what more sunyata ! is required, 0 saumya ? 
In case of both being similar to each other, mnyata would be 
nothing but ghata on account of its being perceived by pratya- 
ksa praniana. Bqt '^nyata would never become a property of 
ghata as it could never be accomplished by any possible 
means whatsoever. 

Moreover, 



Vada ] 


Ganadharavada 


23i > 


ij r%«[T i 

3T'iwT% sT^jorr^r f^fq'^nr ? n^vs^u (%m%) 

Vinnana-vayana-vainamegaya to tadatthiya siddha I 
Annatte annani nivvayano va kaham vai ? ii 173 ii ( 1721 ) 

I ii ii ( 

Vijnana-vacana-vadinorekata tatastadastita siddha I 
Anyatve’jhani nirvacano va katham vadl ? II 173 II ( 1721)] 

Trans. — 173 { If ) knowledge and speech are identical, 
then its existence is proved. ( But ) in case of difference, how 
could there be a disputant having no khowledge or speech ? 
( 1721 ). 

2 I 3r?iT?^ 5 Rf m 
2 %m II ) II 

D, G. — When the knowledge as well as the statement 
that all the three worlds are sunya are indentical to each 
other the existence-and not the mnyta-oi an object is establi- 
shed. For, their identity is similar to the identity of vriksatva 
and sinsapatva. But when vijimna and vacana are dissimilar the 
disputant will either become ignorant or speechless like a rock 
and hence will be totally unfit to expound the theory of mnyaia. 

q^rf^fr mnRi i 

Qhadasatta gha4adhammo tatto’nanno padaio bhinno | 

Atthitti tena bhanie ko ghada eveti niyamo’yam ? iil74ii (1722) 
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¥rf&r^ % il?'9«ii 

Ghatasatta ghatadharmastato’nanyah patadito bhinnah i 
Astiti tena bhanite ko ghata eveti iiiyamo’yam ? ||174|1 (1722) ] 

Trans— 174 Existence of ghata is a property of ghata. 
So, ( it is ) non-separable ( from ghata ) ( and ) distinct from 
pata etc. By saying, therefore, that “ It exists ” how could 
you frame a rule that there exists ghata alone ? { 1722 ) 

I 

^srfqsr^r^rqT: ^sfq mi ii W w 

( ) n 

D. C. — Astitva is the property of ghata and hence it is 
non-separable from ghata but distinct from objects like pata 
etc. So, when it is said that “ ghata exists ” you cannot assert 
that ghata alone exists. For, the property of astitva is present 
in objects like pata also and hence they too are existing. 

^ ^ ^ T% I 

Jam ya jadatthi tarn tarn ghado tti savvaghadayapasarigo ko i 
Bhanie ghadotthi va kahams avvatthittavaroho tti? Ill 75ll (1723) 

Yadva yadasti tattad ghata iti sarvaghatataprasahgah kah i 
Bhanite ghato’sti va katham sarvastitvavarodha iti ? ||175|| (1723)] 

Trans.— \75 Or, by saying that whatever exists \s ghata, 
how would the occasion of all being ghata arise ? Or, by 
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asserting that ghaia exists, how would the existence of all 
be obstructed ? ( 1723 ). 

? I mt 

^z ** m m ^ ^zi ^ 

^^t ^zm^w*f ^z ^?n% ” 

^ ^z^^ MW n 11 

( ) 11 

D. C. — Since the asMva of ghata is restricted to ghaia 
only and since ghata exists only when ghat^htva is present 
there would be no fear of all objects being considered as 
ghata when we say that “ yad yad asti, tat-tat sarvam ghatak’\ 
Again, mUtva of other objects would not be injured by the 
assertion that ghaia exists. For, the all-pervading nature of 
ghata is not apprehended when we say “ ghatasattvena ghata 
eva asti.” 175 (1723). 

After refuting the opponent’s view in this way the Acdrya is 
now asserting his own — 

ft %'3T ^ I 

5r 3:3rfr ^Tfrftwii?vs^ii(?v3R«) 

Atthi tti tena bhanie ghado’ghado va ghado u attheva r 
Cuo’cuo va dumo cuo u jaha dumo niyama li 176 II ( 1724 ) 

=^5=^^ srr w Rwgi; li il ( ) 

Asttti tena bhanite ghato’ghato va ghatastvastyeva i 
Cuto’cuto va druma^cutastu yatha drumo niyamat iil76|| (1724) j 
so 
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Trans. — 176 Just as from the assertion of tree ” ( we 
understand ) a mango tree or any other tree, but from “ mango- 
tree ” ( nothing else but ) tree ” is understood, in the same 
way, by saying that “ it exists ”, ghata or (objects ) other than 
glMta ( are appreheded ), but from ‘ ghata^ ’ astitva alone is 
understood ( 1724 ) 

|T% 3 I 31^ 

i ^«iT \nh 31 =^ sri 

-gm^^ 1 g R*n% 

11 ) 11 

D. C. — As the quality of vriksatva is present in all the 
trees, when we say “ tree ” all the trees- — whether a mango 
tree or any other tree- — are understood. But when the word 
“ mango tree ” is spoken, vvihsatva alone is understood. For, 
the mango tree cannot exist without being a vrihsa. Similarly, 
here also, existence of ghata being the quality of ghata, is 
present in ghata only and nowhere else, while the common 
property of astitva is present in all objects. So, when we say 
‘ ast% ’, all objects whether ghata or pato-are recognized, as 
each one of them has its own property of existence. But 
when we say ‘‘ ghata ” astitva alone is apprehended, because 
ghata Jias its own satia. 

Now, the Acarya replies to the argument that what has 
already been. produced, could not be produced and so on — 

ft ^ T% TJf N I 

3Tf fq ftfT ll^'SVSIlOvSRH) 

Kim tarn jayam fi mai jaya’jao-bhayam pi jadajayam | 

Aha jayam pi na jayam kirn ua khapupphe viyaro’yam ii 177u (1725) 
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3ir5? srra^rf^ w srr# f% ?? iK's^i! 

Kim tajjatamiti matir-jata’jato -bhayaniapi yadyajataai i 

Atha jatamapi na jjtam kim na khapuspe vicaro’yam H177 h (1725)] 

Trans . — 177 If it is believed that neither Jaia nor a~jata 
nor jaMjata could be produced, what could be produced then ? 
Again, if fata is not jata ( according to you ), why not think 
the same about kha-puspa ( also ) ? ( 1725 ) 

^ ^ ?rraf f% ? 

i?:sr R^5TT f 1% 5r=5^5fi#gT^: I m 

wrq 3rT?rRrqTf^fq^5qr«irq ^ ^irgrlq r%?c5r3rTq- 

%q I i%2i, 

iR^r«iqtqT^raRTqii^fq^5'n %^q5i qq l 
q^3?qf%^sf^ 5riq srq^^, qil ^s^- 

stq^t fl;?r ik^% srq'iqnq^^'jr ** m^\ fqq^siir ^T ’> 

I ^ ^ q^q— q^ff sriqi^^^tq fqqj^qT 

fqq'tq?^, ^q-q^qiqFpq^?^-qqTfT^qTaRT% wK^^w (^vs^jh) ii 

D. <7, — Tell me 0 Vyakta ! what -object, according to you, 
©ould be proved as jata when it has already been denied produc- 
tion as jata, a~jata or both ? If anything that has been produced, 
is accepted by you s'unyata would be denied on account of its 
very existence and hence alternative questions whether j7(,ta 
a-^Ma or ja&jata Qo\x\d be produced or not, would become useless. 

Again, if a fata object which gives rise to a number of 
alternatives like jata, a-jata etc, is not, admissible to you as 
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jata and if you take it as a-jata there would be self-contra- 
diction in your argument. Moreover, when existence of a fata 
object is denied, alternatives like jata, a-jata etc. would become 
useless in absence of their as'rayas. 

Now, if you admit the above-mentioned alternatives in 
ease of non-existent objects also, you shall have to apply 
those alternatives to the kha—puspa, which is also non-existent. 
Here, it could not be said that all those alternatives were 
applied by accepting things which were believed as jata by 
others. Because, it would bring in distinction between sva 
and para which violates the principle of s'unyata. 

Moreover, 

3# giJTt ft ? iitvscii 

Jai savvaha na jayam kim jammanantaram taduvalambho | 
Puvvam va’nuvalatnbho puno vi kalantarahayassa ? |ll78n (1726) 

Yadi sarvatha na jatam kim janmanantaram tadupalambhah | 
Purvam vS’nupalambhah punarapi kalantarahatasya I Iil78il (1726)] 

Trans . — 178 If ( according to you ) it is not produced in 
all respects, why its apprehension after production ? And why 
not before, or after one has been destroyed in future ? ( 1 726). 

qT%qm^, 

f%rqr% ? i 

1 1 5?i^fq ^ 

q^T^q^^q: 1 1 srsrra^q qq^q q^iq^^qq^q qq 
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IT% II ?\3<J II ( ) II 

D‘ G . — If according to your s'unyatar-vada^ objects like 
ghata are not altogether produced, how is it that ghata which 
is not apprehended in the state of a lump of earth, is appre- 
hended when produced by mmittas like potter etc ? And why 
is the gliata not apprehended before its production or after its 
being broken by the hit of a stick etc ? If objects like ghata 
were altogether a-jata, like khapuspa they would never be 
apprehended at all. And, the quality of being apprehensible at 
one time and non-apprehensible at the other, is possible only 
m ease of a. jata object. 178 ( 1726). 

Besides, 

rfi;! i 

sTi; hn ? u?vs^ii(?vs?iv5) 

Jaha savvaha na jayam jayam sunnavayanam taha bhava i 
Aha jayam pi na jayam payasiya sunnaya kena? ul79ii ( 1727) 

Yatha sarvatha na jatam jatam ^unyavacanam tathfi bhavah l 
Atha jatamapi na jatam prakasita ^unyata kena ? || 179 I1 ( 1727 ) ] 

Trans. — 179 Just as the assertion about sunyafa is jata, 
even though not produced altogether, so also, other dbjects 
( should be taken as jata ). Again, if jata were denied to 
have been produced, by what means would the sanyata be 
manifested ? ( 1727 ). 

^«rT sin 
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11 II ( ) II 

D. C. — Just as the statement as well as knowledge that 
everything is s'unya are accepted as having been produced in 
any way whatsoever, in the same way, other objects such as 
ghata, pata etc. should also be taken as jata. And, if you 
accept vijhana and vacana about s'unyata to be a— jata, how 
would you be able to express s'unyata without the help of 
vijnana or vacana, about it ? Hence, s'unyata is not acceptable 
in any way. 179 ( 1727 ). 

Also, 

?r (\mc) 

^Tr% fl ftr \nc\\\ 

gf 5R3fT 3 q^qsrrq:f| ^ i 

q- ?T ii ii 

^ITTf ^ m ^ffT 1 I 

p i) %C\ il ( ) 

Jayai jayama|ayam jayajayamaha jayamanam ca | 

Kajjamiha vivakkhae na jayae savvaha kimci ii 180 li ( 1728 ) 

I^uvi tti jai jao kumbho samthanao punarajao i 
Jayajao dohi vi tassainayam jayamano tti ii 181 ( 1729 ) 

Puvvakao u ghadataya para pajjaehim tadubhaehim ca 1 
Jayanto ya padataya na jayae savvaha kumbho ii 182 li (1730) 
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V omai niccajayam na jayae tena savvaha somma ! | 

lya davvataya savvam bhayanijjam pajjavagaie o 183 ii ( 1731 ) 

5T ^rlsTT T%f^ II ii ( ) 

i 

3imi5rT^ ii Ul ii ( 

^ n u?, ii ( ) 

|I% q^^lTRT 11 II 

oayate jatamajatam jatajatamatha jayamaaam ca | 

Karyamiha vivaksaya na jayate sarvatha kimcit ii 180 || (1728)] 

Rupiti jayate jatah kuinbhah samsthanatah punarajatak i 
Jatajato dvabhyamapi tatsamayam jayamana iti ii 181 ii ( 1729 )] 

PtirvakTitastu ghatataya paraparyayaistadubhayaisca l 
Jayamana^ea patataya na jayate sarvatha kumbhah 1118211 (1730)] 

Vyoroadi nityajatam na jayate tena sarvatha saumya ! i 

Iti dravyataya sarvam bhajantyam paryavagatya 11 183 ll ( 1731 )] 

Trans. — 180-183 Jata, a-jata, jatajata, as well as the 
jayamana objects are produced in this world on account of 
various causes, ( but ) nothing is produced in perfection.. The 
jata (kumbha) is produced, since it has form; the a-jata kumbha 
is produced because of shape; the jatajata ( is produced ) even 
by both, and the jayamana ( is also produced ) because the 
process of production takes place in the present tense. But a 
kumbha which has been produced before, could’ never be 
produced on account of ghatata or ( by means of ) the chara- 
cteristics of other ( objects ) or by means of both; and the 
jayamana kumbha could also never be produced on occouut 
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of patata. Again sky etc. could also never be produced as 
they are nityajata. Hence, O Saumya ! nothing could be 
produced as a substance ( but ) everything should be taken 
according to the surrounding characteristics. ( 1728-1731 ). 

JT^jm^rf srmrsrT^ l ^^rr, sr^- 

WT-sqm^^r^^f^H5T3?T^c^Tg; 

3TT?Tin^ 5fT?T^ I i^f^f ^t^t- 

s^rrarl^jf^nt^ I fk ^ 

’rff ^ 5riWT-53rT^f^f^^vTRT 

?iTTq JT^i^ ^ 1 ^ ^ t \ 

% ^ ^Sir, RET^IiIj ^ 

^TSfJTrn; I ^ 

m, ^i^ 5T 

I r% ^ 2 : sriiti^- 

^ ^«TT ^ ^?r I ^«IT 

srmr^f^; 

, IgST^ir THr?I3ITgr^T^?r 

^ frpJ- 

JT^T^or << ^ str^ 
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wm i 

’?^kN?^qF 5^: ^ ^5i;fyqi%qR5q5f)f??5^-’jf5ir^ ^qif5[fw: 
fqqqfq^FN ?r srm^, mm g ^ ^qqqfqsrfq^, 

Trqq?q^3 fq ^ srrq^, fc^q qq!qi%qiqf «i3tqr i >^'^1 

D, G. — Several objects like ghata which have once been 
jata in this world, could be produced by reason of their rupatva. 
Before the rupa of ghata is produced, the rupa of earth is 
already there and hence the ghata which is jata to the apeksa 
of rupitva is produced in this way. Thereafter, ghata is a-fata 
as far as shape is considered. When it takes the shape in 
course of production, the a~jata ghata comes into existence. 
The jatajata, ghata is produced in both the wajs~rupitva as 
well as the akara. Moreover, ghata which is jayamana is pro- 
duced only during the present tense. The past having already 
vanished and future having not yet come, the process of being 
produced takes place only during the present tense. 

There are several objects of peculiar types which do not 
go under any of the above-mentioned categories, e. g. A ghata 
which has already been produced in the past, could never be 
produced as a ghata again in any of the above-stated ways. 
Secondly, ghata could not be produced on account of the 
characteristics of other objects like pata etc. As ghata, has 
its own process of production and characteristics, it could not 
be produced like an existent pata or a non-existent kharasWhga. 
Thirdly, ghata which is being produced during the present 
time, could never be produced as pata e'tc. For, karya which 
is being produced as ghata etc. could never be produced as an 
absolutely different object like pata. So, all objects e. g , ghata, 
pata, okas' a etc., could not be produced in the form of subs- 
tance as they are primarily made in that state. But, as far 
as paryaja is concerned, all are said to have been produced. 
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In reply to the question viz. “ Since ererything is made 
up of some sort of materials, how could those materials exist 
in the midst of all-pervadmg negation ? ” the Acarya states — 

^ nr, \ 

w ?T ft ? \\%^^\\ 

Disai samaggimayam savvamiha tthi na ya sa, nanu viruddham I 
Qheppai va na paccakkham kirn kaccaparoma samaggi ?ll 1 84ii( 1732) 

^ri q I il ll ( ) 

Dysyate samagrimayam sarvamihasti na ca sa, nanu viruddham i 
Grihyate va na pratyaksam kim kacohaparomasamagri ? II 184 ll] 

Tmns.—\S4 All ( objects ) in this world appear as con- 
sisting of ( some sort of ) materials ; but, in fact, reverse is 
the case, ( as ) those materials do not exist. Or, if it is acce- 
pted, why is the ingredient of the hair of a tortoise not 
perceptible to the senses ? ( 1732 ) * 

‘%|qfq qjil qrqjqRq^pq^, 

q l fqq^^q, q^pTqq^qT3[q;rqTg;, 

q=^5rqq;q;'J3l-g-qi5qTi^qTq5qiJ ii 

3ifq^q’:^qra[^?rqTqqfq qq 

q5Tq-^qq-q^-?qfl:^^^q'^qi^ qqr i 
q?q?tqq?qq':qq srq: ll tlUfq i 

q%q^, qmF^sfq ^^®qftq3fqq:qiq4y ^fqi^ 

q^q^q qq ^q^f^q^ ?, mm fqqq% m ^ qi=5qf[2 

# II W II ( \^\R ) n 

D O. — Vyakta : — All objects are composed of some sort of 
samagrt in this world. But in the midst of sarvas'unyata. 
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samagri, too, does not exist, because everything becomes s'unya 
at the end. 

Bhagavan : — This belief of yours O Vyakta ! is totally 
wrong. For, constituents like kantha^ ostha, talu etc, which 
form samagri as well as vacana are directly perceptible. Hence, 
how could the existence of samagri be denied ? 

Vyakta : — One could perceive even an a~vidya/n^ana object 
on account of Jcama, svapna^ hhaya^ unnidda, or a-vidyd, but in 
fact that does not exist. 

Bhagavan : — If it is so, O Vyakta ! why is the samagri 
that produces the hair of a tortoise not produced ? A-vidya- 
mdnatd is common in both the cases. So, either this samagri 
should be apprehended like the samagri that produces vacana 
or both should not be apprehended. Or, why should not the 
fault of vi'parydya ( contrariety ) take place when the samagri 
that produces the hair of a tortoise is apprehended and the 
one that produces vacana is not ? 

But, , 

^ i 

sTf %'Ji flf&tsr 

Samaggimao vatta vayanam catthi jai to kao sunnam i 
Aha natthi kena bhaniam vayanabhave suyam kena? ill 85ii{ 1733) 

[ I 

3T5T 2 ii li ( ) 

Samagrimayo vakta vacanam easti yadi tatah kutah ^unyam i 
Atha nasti kena bhanitam vaeanabhave ^rutarn kena?lll85ii(l733)] 

Trans— 1^5 And, if the speaker-accompanied by a group 
of constituent parts-as well as the speech exist, whence is 
the sunyata { produced ) ? On the other hand, if they do not 
exist, in absence of ( speaker as well as ) words, by whom 
is the iunyata pronounced (and) by whom is (it) heard ? (1733) 
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^r^^t ^ ^rr ? i 

^ w*, mt 5rfci-^=^5TT?rT^ ?-“?r i 

( ) II 

D. (7. — Are the speaker-possessed of a group of consti- 
tuents like heart, head, throat, lips, palate, tongue etc. and 
the speech, existing or not ? If they are, sunyaia will no more 
be existing on account of the very fact that they exist. If they 
are not, in absence of the speaker and speech there will be none 
to announce that the world is s'unya. Moreover, in the midst 
of all being non-existent, neither the object to be proved will 
exist nor will there be anyone to hear that s'unya vacana. 

Also, 

^or ?r ^ j 

¥ri^T laorfir^ m ? ii \c\ ti 

^ ?r r% i 

T% ^ r% mcm 

Jenam ceva na vatta vayanam va to na santi vayanijja i 
Bhava to suiinamidam vayanamidam saccamaliyam va ?||186||(1734) 

Jai saccam nabhavo ahaliyam na ppamanameyam ti i 
Abbhuvaga}iam ti vamai nabhave juttameyam ti ii 187 ii (1735) 

[ ^ 5r^T sri ^ i 

? II 11 

II II ( ) 
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Yenaiva na vakta vacanam va tato na santi vacaniyah i 
Bhavastatah sunyamidam Yacanamidam satyamalikam va Ill86li ] 

Yadi satyam nabhavo’thalikam na pramanametaditi i 
Abhyupagatamiti vamati r-nabhave yuktametaditi |I187|| (1735)] 

Trans. — 186-187 ( An opponenent may argue that ) 
“ Just as a speaker or speech does not exist, the objects 
( that are ) to be expressed will be non-existent { and hence ) 
this ( world ) is also non-existent. ” Is this statement true or 
false ? If it is true, there will be no negation and if it is false, 
that will no longer be a ground of assurance. 

Or, if you believed that sunyaWi. is anyhow arrived at, it 
is not proper ( to do so ) in ( the midst of all-pervading ) 
negation. ( 1734-1735 ) 

%% mt i 

srit i srsr 

mi mi 

JTRi’J^T^ i mt wmif 

I ” l T%3f , 

?vs^^) II 

D. G . — Vyakta — Now that vakta and vacana have been 
established as s'unya, the vacan^ya bhavas will also be s'unya 
on account of the same reason. So, ultimately, the whole 
world is non-existent in all respects. 

Bkagavan : — If it is so, 0 Vyakta ' I ask you a question : 
Is that statement which proves the non-existence of vakta. 
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mcana, and the mcmlya bhavas true or false ? If it is true, 
the abhava of the above — mentioned objects could not be 
attained on account of its own existence. And if it is false, 
the statement will cease to be a praniana to establish 8'unyata. 
Thus, it is not possible to establish s’unyata in either of the 
two ways. 

Vyakta : — But the statement which establishes s'unyata 
has anyhow been accepted by us. Our vacana is therefore 
authentic and s'unyata has undoubtedly been established. 

Bhagavan : — That is not true, 0 Vyakta ! For, in accepting 
the above — mentioned statement, the same fault will arise 
when you ask the question as to whether that vacana is 
true or false and so on. Moreover, you cannot accept the 
«aca«a,unless the person who accepts the vacana to be accepted 
and the acceptance itself are existent. 

The theory of sarvas'unyata seems unfounded from this 
point of view also. 

Moreover, 

^ ft ? i 

fit ^ ^ ei fhsitf 

Sikayasu kim na taillam samaggiu tilesu vi kimatthi ? i 
kim va na savvam sijjhai samaggiu khapupphanam ? Iil88il(1736) 

Sikatasu kim^na tailam samagritastilesvapi kimasti ? i 

Kim va na sarvam siddhyati samagritah khapuspanam 1|188 h (1736)] 

Trans— Why is the oil not (manufactured) from 
the materials like sands and why from sesamum seeds only ? 
Or, why not everything be attained from the materials of 
khapuspas ( only ) ? ( 1736 ). 
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^ ^^yiK^Rjqi ^T ^ T%?T^^ ? I f« 

^ 2 1 ^ srf^^^^^r^^RRor- 

flR^T'Sr'Tir^, 

^ ^=51 5rq%% II II 11 

D- 0. — In case of ail objects being taken as non-existent, 
the entire course of loha-vymahara will be violated. If all 
the objects are of the same type — viz., that of absolute nega- 
tion — how is it that oil is manufactured only from the samagri 
of sesamum seeds and not from the materials like sand-parti- 
cles etc, ? Or, if there is all-pervading negation, why not 
all the objects be attained from the samagri of kha/puspas 
alone ? The fact that it never happens like this in the world, 
leads us to believe that the world is not s'unya. 

And, 

3Tf n> If fn«tmfi n fruioi ii?«'\n(?'5^'s) 

Savvam samaggitnayam neganto’yam jao’nurapaeso i 

Aha so vi sappaeso jatthavattha sa paramanu 11 189 ii ( 1737 ) 

3rsf dsfq II II ( ) 

Sarvam samagrimayam naikanto’yam yato’nuraprade^ah | 

Atha so'pi sa-prade^o yatravastha sa paramanuh*iil89ll (1737)] 

Trans. — 189 That everything should be produced from a 
group of materials is not the one inevitable ( rule ) because 
atom does not occupy space. But ( if even that occupies 
space according to you ) wherever it resides there is a 
molecule. { 1737 ) 
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^mjiTrsf?^: ? i =qT#, ^ 

^«Tr Rt^TJ I 

f^^il ^NTlsf^ II ni 

3i«rmfq 

^ q^qr^j, Inrlq ^ 

II II ( ) II 

D. O . — There cannot be a general rule that each and 
every object should be produced from samagH. For, objects 
composed of two or more atoms could be produced from the 
sarmgH oi those atoms, but a paramanu by itself does never 
occupy space, and hence could never be produced from any 
samagH. This paramanu is produced only from k!arya~lihga, 
as it is said — 

Murtair-anuraprade^ah karanamantyam bhavet tatha nityah | 
Ekarasa-varna-gandho dvisparSah karyalihgasca ii 

But if you believe this paramanu to occupy space, wherever 
you apprehend paramaraw there would be ann till ultimately 
it would be absolutely vacant, where nothing but parnianu not 
produced from any samagri would be found. 

^ ^1% 1 

1 % R’:'TjaiJTRarr (1 \\o || (t\S\c) 

Disai samaggimayam na yanavo santi nanu vimddhamidam ii 
Kim vanunamabhave nipphannaminam khapupphehim iil90ll (1738) 
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DriSyate Samagrimayam na canavali santi nanu viruddhamidam i 
Kim va^unamabhave nispaunamidam khapuspaih 1119011 (1738) ] 

Trans. — 190 It is really contradictory (to believe ) that 
what is produced by materials is seen and that atoms do not 
exist. Or, is it that, in absence of atoms, ( all ) this is produced 
by means of ( mere ) khapuspa ? ( 1738 ) 

^ mi I ^rf^* 

# ii ii ( ) n 

D. C. — If you are to state that those that are not 
samagHjani/a are not paramanus at all, your own statement 
will be contradicting itself. It has already been said that 
everything which is saniagrimaya is apprehensible. Again, 
all that you have accepted as samagHmayct or samagrtjanya 
in this world, is nothing but a collection of atoms. Thus, 
when you establish the existence of atoms by your own words, 
you cannot call them non-existent, in any case. And, if you 
call those atoms non-existent, should the objects like ghata, 
pata etc, be taken to have been produced from the non-existent 
objects like khapxxspa etc. 1 Because if paramanu is absent, a 
samagH like mritpind^ would also be absent. So, when you 
assert that samagHmaya is apprehended, the p)<^'>'amanus that 
form this samagH are automatically established as existent. 

Now, in reply to the argument prima laeie that since 
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rear portion is not perceptible and since front portion is very 
minute, everything is s'«nya,t the author indicates— 

Hfmr# ft ^ ^ fi 

Desassarabhago gheppai na ya so tti nanu viruddhatninam i 
Savvabhave vi na so gheppai kim kharavisanassa ul91ll (1739) 

[ q U% i 

?r q ? ii ii ( ) 

De^asyarfidbhago grihyate na ca sa iti nanu viruddhamidam l 
Sarvabhave’pi na sa grihyate kim kharavisanasya ? nl9 111 (1739) ] 

Trans. — 191 To say that the foremost portion of a visible 
object is perceptible but it does not exist, is really contradictory. 
{ For ) even in the midst of all-pervading negation, why is the 
front part of the horn of an ass not perceived ? ( 1739 ) 

qTT% I ^ q I 

¥[T?rqTsq^ ^1 qq: qqfqt^ 

^q^RqTiT^q sTRi^rqt q ? i f^Tq^ 

qf m q qqf^ ? ^T% !! II ( ) |} 

0. — It has been said before that only a front part of 
a visible object is perceived and not the rear part. This front 
part is, in comparision with other parts in the rear, very suksma 
and hence that too. becomes non-existent This statement is 
self-contradiotmg. For, to say that it is perceptible but it 
does not exist, is absurd. 

Here, if it is said, that in the midst of sarvabhava it is 


f Vide verge 1696. 



Vfida] 


Ganadharavada 


251 


perceptible because of bhranti, that is also not proper. For, 
since ahhava is common everywhere, why is the front part of 
non-existent objects like the horn of an ass etc., not appre* 
hended ? Or, how does it not happen that the front part of 
objects like kharavisana etc. be apprehended and that of objects 
like ghata^patoi etc. not apprehended ? 

Moreover, 

atnranpjifot ft ^ ^ (?vs8o) 

Parabhagadarisanao narabhago vi kimanumanam ti I 
Arabhagaggabane kim va na parabhagasamsiddhi ? iil92(i (1740) 

[ ?n5(T5[HTtsftr I 

^ ? ii it ( ?v9»o) 

Parabhagadarsanato narSdbhago’pi kimanumanamiti t 
Aradbhagagrahane kim va na parabhagasamsiddhih ? ||192||(1740)] 

Trans.— \92 On account of the rear part being imperce- 
ptible, what anumana ( is held ) in case of even the front part 
( being imperceptible ) ? Or, is it that the rear part is not 
apprehended when the front part is apprehended ? ( 1740) 

? I irT^i%^c5rrg; 

'Rirmr^iTR sTRi^n^tt^T^ 
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I STRI^rn’E^TS':???^ sjnism: 

fT% i sr^rf^ ^v({\^~ 

^^k?g1r^i«Tm’Tr^^5q?riqrT?r^f i 

# II \%R II ( ?V3^?o ) II 

D, (7.— -What anumana do you hold when you assert that 
front part is also unapprehensible because of the rear part 
being so ? For, how could you deny the existence of front 
part which is pratyaksa to you like the heat of fire ? 

It is proper to believe that front portion could exist only 
it the rear portion be existing and not otherwise. Since the 
front portion is existent to the apehsa of the rear one, jnana 
about the rear portion will have to be derived from the front 
portion by means of anumana. But from this it is absolutely 
inconsistent to conclude that front portion is not perceived 
because the rear one is not seen. 

Even the commentator asserts in this connection that 
when the front portion is seen we can infer the rear one e. g. 
A visible object has its rear portion apprehended because its 
front portion which is connected with the rear one is appre- 
hended. It follows from this that an object which has one 
portion perceptible contains another portion also. Objects like 
ghata, pata etc., must contain rear portions since their front 
ones kre easily apprehended. 

Again, the idea of the foremost part from the successive 
front portions will not fit your anumana. As the rear part is 
a-vidyamana, the inference of foremost part being so is 
absolutely improper. Really speaking, the front part is 
perceptible in this ease, and the inference of rear portion 
being vidyamana is correct. 

' Again, 
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ft 3?n5[ i 
3Tf q^ti3[ (%^n) 

3?R“^-?r^¥TRr ^ ;? i 

0^^ ft ^r ftnRorr 

Hwmft ^T?:T¥nifT ft ^ i 

w^fOT ^ ?T ft ft R ^ ft^srgjr fif ? nUHii(^v3«^ 

Savvabhave vi kao ara-para-majihabhagananattam | 

Aha paramaie bhannai sa-paramaivisesanam katto? 1|193|| (1741) 

Ara-para-majjhabhaga padivanna jai na sunnaya nama | 
Appadivannesu vi ka vigappana kharavisanassa ? Iil94ll (1742) 

Savvabhave varabhago kim disae na parabhago i 
Savvagahanam va na kim kim va na vivajjao hoi ? iii95ii (1743) 

^ w^m ?rT?r i 

srsrfgwfft ? II II (?vsy^) 

^ sfT ?r ? \\\%\\\ (?vsy^) 

Sarvabhave’pi kuta arat-para-madhyabhagananatvam i 

Atba paramatya bbanyate sva-paramativi§esanam kutab ? 1|193|| ] 

Arat-para-madhyabbagab pratipanna yadi na sunjata nama | 
Apratipannesvapi ka vikalpana kharavisanasya ? Ul94ii(1742)] 

Sarvabbave varadbhagab kim driSyate na parabhagab | 
Sarvagrabanam ca na kim kim va na viparyayo bbavati ? ||l95ii ] 

rraws.— 193-194-195 Even in the midst of all-pervading 
negation, how could the distinction between front, rear and 
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middle portions exist ? And if it is said so in the opinion of 
others, whence is the distinction between one’s own opinion 
and another’s opinion ? If the front, rear, and the middle portions 
are accepted as existing, there would be no sunyata at all. 
And, if they are not proved ( to be existing ) why alternatives 
about (non-existent objects like) khamvisana ? Or, in the midst 
of the negation of all objects, why is the front portion appre- 
hended and why not the rear one ? Or, why not absolute 
non-apprehension of both ? Or, why not the reverse ( appre- 
hension ) also? ( 1741-1743). 

Also, 

ftr^ ?r gffrm i 

n Uvs a 

Parabhagadarisanam va phalihainam ti te dhuvam santi | 

Jai va te vi na santa parbhagadarisana maheu ? || 196 ll ( 1744) 

Savvadarisanau cciya na bhannaikisa bhanai tannama | 
PuvvabbhuvagayahanI paccakkhavirohao ceva ii 197 ii ( 1745) 

Parabhagadarsanam va sphatikadlnamiti te dhruvam santi l 
Yadi Va te’pi na santah parabhagadarsanamahetuh lll96|| (1744) ] 

Sarvadarsanata eva na bhanyate kasmat, bhanati tannama i 
Ptirvabhyugatabanih pratyaksavirodhataScaiva || 197 II ( 1745 ) ] 

Trans, — 196-197 Or, since the rear portions of ( objects 
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like ) crystal etc. are seen, they exist without doubt. And, if 
they, too, do not exist ( according to you ), the proposition will 
fail, as the rear portion will not be seen. Why is the reason- 
that nothing could be seen-not stated ? If it is stated, the 
proposition ( which is ) accepted before, will ( constitute ) direct 
contradiction. ( 1744-1745 ) 

^ fft^rrsn- 

i siq q qft 

qig; i si^s- 

It q 

I 5 : q q'lql ? 1 ^ qoif ^ 3i5r 

1 %^-m Ig^qff 
qq? qqi gniqfqqsqr, m q 

qig;^^ I^^t r%«q5, T%q^qTss!r|orMr^g:? mi i 

m S^qTfl 

qqgt “ f srTJTtfli to, 

irr?r-qq5[--g:R^-^i5[-q5-qsr^1fqf ^rgfsffe- 

I^J I gq: “ ^glq^gig; 

^c|g5[3gimf^ l 

srq gjtof-gg gg^gisgiq^ts^ mq^ig; g|qr 
litog m ggRR^gdgqjRrg;?^, 

^ ^gfsfl ggRR?g^g^: fgf^-qg-figTf^Tgsg- 

fgqT^Tg;? giii^iifl gqfl qwrgrg^g grf^g, 

gqifq g|5 gtg^Rg, qg^i ^?ggf Igq^- 

«gfg I gg^gg g5[to g ggra gg; ggRR?gftg^- 

gfg ^ gqTss^t?irg; sgfgiqjt %«gft} if i gg 

JtpggT gfftg, i% gfl ? g’Ept g'?gg;, gigrgri^lggfl gg giRg, 
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D. O. — Non-existence of each and every object could not 
be proved by virtue of the non-apprehension of rear parts. 
The rear portions of transparent objects like crystal and mica 
are apprehended. Existence of those objects has therefore 
undoubtedly been established. Consequently, non-apprehension 
of all objects can never be proved by means of the hetu that 
rear portions are not seen. 

Here, again, if you contend that sphatika etc. also do not 
exist, your argument that rear portion is not seen will fail and 
hence be invalid, as the rear portions of those objects are 
clearly apprehended. In spite of this faulty argument, if you 
attempt to establish s'unyata by means of a widely applicable 
statement that '' Nothing could be proved to exist as nothing 
is perceived ” then also, the previous hetu that rear part 
could not be seen, would be violated. Secondly, since village, 
town, river, sea, ghalpt, pata etc. are directly apprehensible, 
and hence the hetu will be evidently invalid in that way also. 

The opponent may contend again, that a reason which is 
not applicable to all the instances on the same side can be 
called a logical reason if it is absolutely inapplicable to the 
opposite side. e. g,, s'abda is a-nitya because it is not 
produced without effort. But this does not mean that all 
a-nitya objects could not be produced without effort. Because 
objects like lightning, cloud etc. though’ produced without 
effort are a-nitya. Similarly, here also, rear parts of all the 
objects are not non-apprehensible but as the rear parts of 
several objects are not apprehensible, this hetu leads us to prove 
s'unyata in them and that is why it is called a correct or 
logical reason t 

But, that is not proper. 0 Vyakta ! In the hetu mentioned 
above, pervasion of difference is found Take, for example, the 
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proposition that “ That which is (i-nitya, is like nJcas'u, 
produced without effort. ” If vyatireka vyapti is applied in 
this case, nothing else but vidyamanata of an object is inferred 
when dunyata is not found at a|.l, Moreo7er, rear part is also 
apprehended in this case. So, O soirvas'unyatavddin ' you 
shall never be able to obtain the vyatireka vyapti. Your hetu 
will, therefore, not remain as a hetu at all, 

Natthi para-majjhabhaga apaccakkhattao mai hojja | 

Nanu akkha-tthavatti apaccakkhattahani va ii 198 ii ( 1746 } 

II {W%) 

Na stah para-madhyabhagavapratyaksatvato niati r-bhavet i 
Nanvaksa’rthapattirapratyaksatvahanirva ll 198 II ( 1746 ) ] 

Trans.~m If the rear, as well as, middle portions ( of 
an object ) are accepted as non-existent on account of theii 
imperceptibility, then either there will be perception of sense- 
organs, as well as, the objects or imperceptibility { itself ) will 
be violated. ( 1746 ) 

q?q^mm4qr qtssqfq: qqr 

3C55T-sqtqiqqt^ 

( ) II 
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D. Q . — Vyakta : — The rear as well as the middle portions 
of an object do not exist, because they are imperceptible like 
kliaravisana. The front parts will also :not exist in that case, 
because their existence depends upon the existence of the 
rear ones. This will ultimately lead to the idea of sarvas'nnyaia. 

Bhagavan : — The argument is not valid. Pratyahsa means 
existing at each of the sense-organs. So, when the hetu 
of a-jpratpahsatva is advanced, there would be apprehension 
of sense-organs as well as the objects to be apprehended, 
and in their apprehension, s'unyaia would never be accepted. 
For, if s'unyata is taken along with the hetu of a-pratya&satva^ 
the hetu itself will prove invalid. Or, say in absence of 
mdriya and ctrtha, the practical usage or pratyaksa and a-pra- 
tyaksa would never be possible. 

Moreover, 

ft I i 

Althi apaccakkham pi hu faha bhavao samsayaivinnanam i 
Aha natthi sunnaya ka kasa va kenovaladdha va? ill99ll (1747) 

3r«f eri I 

Astyapratyaksampi khalu yatha bhavatah samsayadivijhanam i 
Atha nasti sunyata ka kasya va kenopalabdha va ? 11199|| (1747)] 

Trans.— \99 Some object does exist in spite of its being 
imperceptibly, just as your apprehension of doubt etc. exist, 
even though it is imperceptible ( to others ). And if that 
( doubt ) does not exist, what is that sunyata ? Whose sunyata 
{ is that ) ? And who has apprehended it ? ( 1747 ) 
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Is: r m =TTf^gr, 

?rr| ?3[f’7?rT ? kn ^«T555«rT ? m 

i%5y ^ gffi 

f^5[fgi?f%} ? mm II \%% n ( ?\9«\s> ) n 

D. C. — Just as, your apprehension of doubt etc. exists, 
even though it is not perceptible to others, in the same way, 
there are some objects which exist, in spite of their impercep- 
tibility. Middle and rear portions of such objects do exist in 
spite of their Or-jpratyksatva. Your hetu will, therefore, involve 
the fault of anmkantikatva, since it has been applicable to 
more than one object. 

Again, if your apprehension of doubt etc., does not exist, 
what would be s'unyaia then ? To whom does that s'unyata 
belong ? And, who has apprehended that s'unyata ? The doubt, 
therefore, must exist. Otherwise, who else will raise the doubt 
about the existence of vidyamana objects like village, town, etc. ? 

After refuting the idea of s'unyaia, the Bhagavan now tries 
to establish the existence of elements like ]yrithv% etc. in the 
following way : — 

I'# T \ 

^TSI% ^ II || 

Paccakkhesu na jutto tuha bhumi-jala’-nalesu samdeho | 
Anila-”gasesu bhave so’vi na jutto’numanao II 200 li ( 1748 ) 

Pratyaksesu na yuktastava bhumi-jala-’nalesu sanodehah i 
Anila-”ka^ayor-bhavet so'pi na yukto’numanat l|200ii (1748)] 

Trans . — 200 Your doubt about the objects like earth, 
water, and fire, is not proper, because they are (directly) per- 
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ceptible ( to Ihe senses ). That ( doubt ) is out of place in the 
case of wind as well as sky also by virtue of anumana. (1748) 

?r 1^: l ^^3 % 

^tl?r u iRooii 

( ) II 

Z>. (7— Just as, in the ease of your own body, you cannot 
raise doubt, so in the case of pratyaJcsa objects such as hhumi 
( earth ), jala ( water ), and an(da ( fire ) also you should not 
raise doubt. Moreover, you cannot entertain doubt about vayu 
( wind ), and akas'a (space), also because they are established 
by means of anumana. 

Here is the anumana about wind, 

nix f ?triro?ii(?vs^^) 

Atthi adisapaiyapharisanatnam guni gunattanao l 

Ruvassa ghado vva guni jo lesim so’nilo nama ii 201 li (1749) 

[ gift 1 

p gift 11 n ( ) 

Astyadrisyapaditasparsanadinam guni gunatvatah | 

RupaSya ghata iva guni yastesam so’nilo nama ||201ii (1749) ] 

7>a«s.— 201 Just as ghata is the object possessing the 
the property of rupa, wind is said to be { an element ) consisting 
of properties, like a sense of touch, etc. produced by some 
invisible ( force ). ( 1749 ) 

?rRgf&i?iJ> giTRi^, sfT^ qi^sfq 
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II Roi II ( ) II 

D. C . — Properties like , spars'a, s'ahda, svdsthya and 
hampd are produced by means of some invisible force. Now, 
since these properties appear as existing in vdyu (wind), 
myu is said to possess those properties, just as ghata, possesses 
the property of rupa. 

The anumana' to establish alms' a is this : — 

qrgftfwn ?itwi ^ gi%*Rtj3iif i 
^ wn 3 ii ii (?vs'io) 

Atthi vasuhaibhanam toyassa ghado wa muttimattao i 
Jam bhuyanam bhatiam tarn vomam Vatta ! suvvattam || 202 ii 

[ 3IT% If ^raTTffl^ I 

I II II (^\9<^o) 

Asti vasudhadibhajanam toyasya ghata iva murtimattvat i 
Yad bhutanam bbajanam tad vyoma Vyakta ! suvyaktam ||202||] 

Trans. — 202 Just as ghata becomes the receptacle of 
of water, so there is a receptacle for earth etc. also. The 
receptacle of ( those ) elements is nothing but akasa. ( 1750 ) 

M I 

?rM, ffT, sth:, 

ftl[j II II ( ) 

D. 0. — Earth, water, fire, and wind have their ddhdras of the 
type of the ghata full of water on account of their being corporeal. 
This ddhara, 0 Vyahta ’ is well known as dkds'a. Since prithvi 
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has its hhajana mdyamana on account of its murtatva like 
water, water has also the hhajana same as that of fire, and 
the fire in turn has the one similar to that of wind, which 
ultimately will have the same one as prithvt. 

Having established the existence of all the five elements 
the Acarya now concludes : — 

sjiif ii ii ( ) 

Evam paccakkhaipamanasiddhaim somma I padivajja l 
Jiva-sariraharavaogadhammaitii bhuyaim ii 203 ii ( 1757 ) 

Evam pratyaksadipramanasiddhani saumya ! pratipadyasva | 
Jiva-^ariradharopayogadharmani bhutani 1| 208 11 ( 1751 )] 

Trans. — 203 So, O Saumya ! accept those bhutas that 
have jiva and sarira as their adharas along with the property 
of common usage to have been established by means of 
evidences such as those perceptible by senses etc. 

Now, the bhutas are established as animate in this way: — 

K.iha sajivaim mat tallirigao’nilavasanaim | 

Vomam virn'Ottibhavadadharo ceva na sa-jivam ii 204 ii (1752) 

^ IRo\? II ( ) 

Katham sa-jivani matistallingadanilavasanani i 

Vyoma vimurtibbavadadhara eva na sa-jivam || 204 ii ( 1752 )] 
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Trans. — 204 ( The opponent may asjc ) How are they 
animate ? ( The answer is ) — Bhutas ending at vayu are 
animate on account of ( their possessing ) that characteristic. 
The sky being incorporeal by itself is merely a support ( and 
hence ) it is not animate. 

€5ft5rrR i3;?rrr^ ? 

1 

^ i ^srlrfi^rR ii ii ( ) 

D. C. — Yyakta: — How are the bhutas sajiva as they exist 
along with j\m f 

The Amrya: — Prithvt, jala, agni, and vayu are sa-jiva 
because they possess the characteristics of jlva. But the sky 
is not sa-jtva since it is a-murta and hence it acts merely 
as an adhara. 

The living characteristic of prithvi can be laid down 
as follows : — 

Jamma-jararriivana-marana-rohana-hara-dohala-mayao i 
Roga-tigicchaihi ya nari vva sa-ceyana taravo ii 205 ti ( 1753 ) 

J anma-jara-jtvana-iaarana-rohana-’’hara— dauhruda— ’ ’mayatah i 
Eoga-cikitsadibhisca nariva sa-cetanastaravah || 205 u (1753) ] 

Trans. — 205 Trees like woman are living ( beings ) by 
reason of ( their having ) birth, old age, life, death, growth, 
hunger, desire, disease and its diagnosis etc. 
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Is? I 1 3rif-5f?5[^^rf?gr^s?iq;, sr^tr^- 

sr^qrf^sT'T^gf^^i^na;; srra 
^ %trg[ ?r% 

1 ?rq'f'i?Tfq g-%^;Tfl5f if^r ^fFm^lf?!'?^- 
3f^ 3 ^rraf^- 

m ^ ^:5^-3r^g^?Iq• srrt 

^T% !i Ro\ n ( isq\\ ) 

D. C . — ^Trees are sa-cetana like woman. Because, like 
woman, they possess the living characteristics such as janma- 
jara-j\vana-marana etc. Some one might argue that this 
rule could be applied to the lifeless objects also. Because, 
several characteristics like life, death, etc. are very well 
applied to the lifeless objects as well, when it is said that 
“ curds is produced ” or “ ( effect of) that poison is still alive ” 
or ( intoxication of ) safflowert is dead ” and so on even 
though the objects mentioned there-in, are lifeless. 

The argument mentioned above is not justified since all 
the characteristics of oetana are residing in the animate objects 
as their innate qualities. But in the case of lifeless objects, 
those characteristics are rarely applied and that too in a 
particular sense and not as a rule. 

f f I 

STT^TO’^Ttlsft ! fitmmif HRo^H (?V3H«) 
^ sfrsf^TT^T i 

^55T^3fr ^ IIROVSII (\\SV%) 


f Populaily known as Kasmn^a m KatMawar, 
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Chikkaparoiya chikkamettasankoyao kulingo vva i 
Asayasancarao Viyatta ! valliviyanaim ii 206 li ( 1754 ) 

^ammadao ya sava-ppaboha-sankoyanaio’bhimaya « 

Bauladao ya saddaivisayakalovaiambhao ii 207 II ( 1755 ) 

I II II ( t w ) 

II ^o\Q II ( ) 

Spristprarodikah spristamatrasankocanatah kulinga iva i 
A^rayasancarfid Vyakta ! vallivitanani || 206 || ( 1754 ) ] 

I 

Sainyadayasca svapa-prabodha-sankocanadito’bhimatah i 
Bakuladaya^ca sabdadivisaya kalopalainbhat || 207 n ( 1755 ) ] 

Trans. — 206-207 For, sensitive plants O Vyakta ! contract 
themselves like worm at the touch ( of others ); clusters of 
creepers spread themselves for support; sami etc. are supposed 
to contain the properties of sleeping, waking, contraction, etc 
and bakida etc. contain the properties like sabda etc. and 
( the order of ) time also. ( 1754-1755 ) 

-f%tt I m, I 

^«rT, 

II II (?'SH1J-?'3HH)II 

D. G . — Plants like spars' aprarodika contract themselves 
like worm at a slight touch, and hence they are sa-cetana. 
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So are the creepers spreading over a wall, tree or fence, for 
self-protection, ^ami etc. are also $a~cetana, since they have 
the tendency to sleep, wake, or feel shy like DevadcMa. Trees 
like bakula, a&'oka, kurabaha, viharaka^ campaka, tilaka etc., 
are respectively able to feel the sensations of s'abda, rupa^ rasa, 
gandha, spars'a etc. Plants like kusmdndt and bijapuraka 
feel the longing of a pregnant woman. It is clear, therefore, 
that vanaspati is sa-cetana. 

Moreover, 

VO 

Mansankuro vva samanajai-ruvainkurovalambhao l 
Tamgana-vidd'uma-lavano-valadao sasayavattha. ii 208 ii (1756) 

Mansahkura iva samanajatirupahkuropalambhat l 
Tarugana-vidruma-lavapo-paladayah sva^rayavasthah 1)208 11(17 56)] 

Trans.— 2Q8 Trees, corals, salts, and stones etc. ( are 
alive ) at their own places of production by reason of their 
having a sprout in the form of common generality, similar to 
the sprout of flesh ( 1756) 

ii|< 

H?ri?i5rr- 

^^Tfdt«rf5TTg[, 3r?5firf^rf5i?r^ i arri-^^ 

^^xx^^x 

^^X% Tll§€-^5raTt-^^!<tJlTRra 1 1 
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IR«<: II ( ) n 

D. (7.— Trees, corals, salts, and stones etc, are sa-cetatia 
at their own places of production. Because, the sprouts of 
these objects spring up again and again like the sprout of 
flesh springing up in the case of disease of piles etc. 

VyaUa: — Eeally speaking, you had started to establish 
sa~cetunatva in the elements like prithvi etc. Then, what is 
the idea in proving sa-cetanatva first in the case of vanaspati 
and then in the case of prithvi f 

Bhagavana : — Vanaspati is nothing but a form of prithvL 
Hence, out of the five bhukts, vanaspati resides only in prithvL. 
Moreover, the spirit of life is not so clearly manifested in 
stones etc. as it has been in case of vanaspati. For this 
reason 0 Vyalcta ! Caitanya is established first in vanaspati 
and then in prithvt. 

Now, the sa-cetanatva of water is established — 

f sragrT i 

^ uvn^TRTwrvpnsn ii ’lo'l ii (?'SHv3) 

Bhumikkhayasabhaviyasambhavao dadduro vva jalamuttain l 
Ahava maccho va sabhavavomasambhuyapayao II 209 II ( 1757 ) 

srw II It ( ) 

* 

Bhumiksatasvabhavikasambhavato dardura iva jalamuktam i 
Athava matsya iva svabhavavyomasambhutapatat || 209 || ( 1757 )] 

Trans.— 2^9 Water springing up naturally by digging the 
earth is said to be living like a frog; or, by reason of its 
falling naturally from the sky, water is living like a fish. (1757) 
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II II ( ?V3HV9) II 

D. C. — Water springing from earth when dug out of it, is 
sa-cetana like a frog; or, that which falls from the sky as 
natural rains, is also called sa-cetana since it comes from 
vikaras like cloud etc. 

Fire, as well as, wind can also be taken as sa-cetana in 
this way : — 

3T?T5^ STTfRrafr (?V3Hc) 

Apprapperiyatiriyaniyamiya deggamanao’nilo go vva I 
Analo aharao viddhi-vigarova-lambhao ll 210 II ( 1758 ) 

STTIRT^ II II ( ) 

Aparapreritatiryganiyamitadiggamanato’nilo gauriva i 
Anala aharad vriddhi-vikaropalambhat ii 210 || ( 1758 ) ] 

Trans.~Z]0 Wind is ( alive ) like a cow on account of 
its moving to and fro in various directions without being impelled 
by others. Fire ( is sa-cetana ) because it has attained growth 
as well as variety of forms by means of food. ( 1758 ) 

II II ( ) 

D, G. — ^Wind has life as it moves in all directions without 
the help of any external agency. Fire is also sa-jtva as it is 
alle to ‘grow and manifest various forms by the help of ahara. 
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T anavo’nabbhaivigaramutta jaittaG’nilantaim i 
Satthasatthahayao nijjiva-sa-jivariivao ii211 ll ( 1759) 

II II ( ) 

Tanavo’nabhradivikaramurtajatitvato’nilantani i 
^astra-^iastrahata nirjiva-sa-jiva rupah tl 211 |i ( 1759)} 

Trans . — 211 Bodies (made of the four bhutas) ending 
at vayu though different from forms like clouds etc. become 
lifeless when smashed by weapons and alive when free from 
weapons on account of their corporeal form. ( 1759 ) 

2>. C . — Objects made of bhutas like prithvi Jala, tejas, and 
vayu are distinguished from objects like clouds etc. on account 
of their definite corporeal forms, tience, these bodies are alive 
when free from the attack of any weapon, but they at once 
become lifeless when smashed by weapons. 

Bhutas like prithv^ etc. can be proved as living in another 
way also 
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Sijjhanti Somma I bahuso jtva navasattasambhavo navi ya i 
Parimiyadeso logo na santi cegindiya jesim II 212 ll ( 1760 ) 

Te sim bhavavicchitti pavai nettha ya sa jao tena i 
Siddhamananta jiva bhuyahara ya teVassam ll 213 « { 1761 ) 

[ I Hif? ^ I 

ii ii 

^ ?r[ l 

ir?I ll ( ^vs^O 

Sidhyanti Saumya ! bahuso jtva navasttvasambhavo napi oa I 
ParimitadeSo loko na santi caikendriyam yesam |i212ii (1760) ] 
Tesam bhavavicehittih prapnoti ca sa yatastena i 
Siddhamananta jiva bhutadharaSca te’va^yam ii 213 ll ( 1761 ) ] 

Trans. — 212-213 Many ay2m, O Saumya ! attains moksa 
and there is no possibility of new [was ( to be born ). The 
world is limited. So, those according to whom, plants etc. 
do not exist, will have the whole mundane world destroyed. 
But ( ca ) that is not desirable. Hence it is definitely proved 
that they ( i. e. plants etc ) are the endless [was with bhutas 
as their supports ( 1760-1761 ) 

>0r5r 'Sftsri ^Zr^ 

^rr ii ii 

( ) n 

D, 0 : — Since many jh^as attain mokta there is no possibi- 
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lity of new sattvas to be born. Moreover, this world is limited 
in space. It is natural, therefore, that there will be a snaall 
number o^jtvas depending upon it. Under these circumstances, 
if one believes that plants etc. are not sa-oetana, the whole 
of the mundane world will have to cease existing in no time. 
But that is not desirable in any way. Hence, in order to 
account for the continuity of the mundane world, the continuity 
of the living beings is accepted. Now since all these jtvas 
are the mundane jtvas, they must have hhutas as their s'astras 
( weapons ) and since plants etc. are based on bhutas they 
should also be undoubtedly taken as sa-jtva. 

Now, the opponent’s objection and its refutation-— 

T% q- ^ i 

Evamahimsabhavo jivaghanam ti na ya tarn jao’bhihiam | 
Satthovahayamajivam naya jivaghanam titohimso u214ii(1762) 

Evamahimsa’bhavo jivaghanamiti na ca tad yato’bhihitam i 
Sastropahatamajtvam na ca jivaghanamiti tato hmisa n214il (1762)] 

Trans . — 214 ( The opponent may ask that ) There is 
no possibility of ahimsa in that case on account of the state- 
ment that “ ( the world ) is compact with jivas. ” { The reply 
is — ) That is not so. It has already been said that one is 
rendered lifeless ( only ) when beaten by weapons. So, himsa 
could never be derived merely from the statement that “ ( the 
world ) is compact with jivas'' ( 1762 ) 
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^?rr lR^vn(?'9^^)il 

D. 0 . — VyaUa :~-l£ the world is packed -with jtvas such 
as ^rithvt etc. even an ascetic will not be able to follow the 
vow of ahitns^, as they will least require food etc. which 
they would not obtain without himsa. 

Bhagavana : — For this, it has already been said 0 Vyakta ! 
that pnihvt etc, become lifeless when beaten by weapons. 
Thus, when they become a-jiva there is no objection for 
yatis to get their food from them. So, it is not proper to 
deduce hima merely from the statement that the world is 
full of jivas. 

Moreover, 

iT fif^55?#nFrTfHT ft^T 

3Tf ft I If srfl^rd f i 

?T ft ft^T ft^r \M%\\ 

Na ya ghayau tti himso naghayanto tti nicchiyamahimso i 
Na viralajivamahimso na ya jivaghanam ti to hiniso ii215ll (1763) 

Ahananto vi hu himso dutthattanao mao ahimaro vva i 
Bahinto na vi himso suddhattanao jaha vijjo ii 216 ii ( 1764 ) 

^ ^ 

m f sr i 

?ITf^ %: II ( ) 

Na ea ghataka iti himsro naghnanniti ni^citamahinisrah | 

Na viralajivamhimsro na ca jivaghanamiti tato himsrah Il215|| ] 
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Aghnannapi khalu hitnsro dustatvato mato’bhimara iva i 
Badhamano napi himsrah suddhatvato yatha vaidyak ||216|1 ] 

Trans. — 215-216 One who is destructive, is not ( nece- 
ssarily ) murderous, -and one who is not destructive, is not 
certainly non-violent. Nor is one having little /2m, a-himsaka 
and one that is packed with jivas accepted as himsaka. For, 
one is murderous, like a hunter, on account of his wicked 
motive even without killing; while another afflicting others 
with a good purpose, like a physician, is not murderous. 
( 1763-1764 ). 

%w^f ira mm 5 % 11 

II ( ) II 

D. C. — The point is that one committing actual himsa is 
not himsaka because of his good motive as in the case of a 
physician, while another, not actually committing htmsa but 
having wicked purpose, is himsaka like a hunter. 

Also, 

^ ^ H m a n ( ) 

Pancasamio tigutto nani avihimsao na vivario i 

Hou va sampatti se ma va jivovarohenam ii 217 II ( 1765 ) 

[ »T^^rr%trr%9at ^ i 

m ^ II II ( ) 
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Paneasamitastrigupto jfianyavihimsako na viparitah i 
Bhavatu va sampattistasya ma va jivoparodhena Ii2l7|| (1765)] 

Trans— 2\7 A wise person, conversant with the five 
samitisf and guarded in three ways ( e., by mind, speech 

and body ) is a-himsaka, but not the one { having ) contrary 
{ characteristics ). He may or may not attain the fulfilment (of ) 
hlmsa on account of obstruction to Jlvas. ( 1765 ) 

ii li ( ) ii 

D. C.’-'A person conversant with all the five samiUs and 
restraining himself in three ways — manasa ( by mind ) vacasa 
( by speech ) and karmana ( by bodily actions )-is the jhata 
of tiQtvL^ jivasvarufa and its protection. Such a person should 
be taken as a~li%msaka even if he commits himsa. But one 
who is opposed to the nature of the above-mentioned jhant 
purusa, IS himsakct as he brings about an a-s'uhha parinama. 
Fulfilment of Inmsa may or may not be attained by him due to 
jivoparodha or the ( natural ) obstruction to jtvas, but his 
Inmsakojtva is undoubtedly established on account of his bad 
intention and its inauspicious consequence as laid down below 

^ qROTiiTf TfRT ^ « 

^ \M<\\ 

Asubho jo parinamo sa himsa so u bahiranimittam | 

Ko vi avekkhejja na va jamha’negantiyam bajjham n218ii (1766) 

— iv-' 


f Five Jama lules of life. 
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?r m\ 11 11 ( ) 

Asubho yah parinamah sa himsa sa tu bahyanimittam i 
Ko’pyapekseta na va yasmfldanaikantikam bahyam H218ll(1766) ] 

Trans. — 218 What is ( known as ) inauspicious consequence 
is ( itself ) himsa. But that is an external cause. Some may 
or may not require ( this cause ), because the external ( cause ) 
is variable. ( 1766 ) 

^s^¥rqRiiirjr: ^ 

STT^rfriTr^, ^ 

^ II II ( ) II 

D. C. — An action having inauspicious consequence is 
called himsa. This sort of himsa results from the nimitta of 
jivahimsa while sometimes himsa results without the apeha 
of those nimittas as in the case of tandulamatsya. As the 
hahya nimitta is anaikantika, an action is himsaka sometimes 
even in absence of hahya nimiUa and a-himsaha sometimes 
even in its own absence, 

t% fl’BT I 

3 ?r ft ^ ftnr iir?mi(?v3^vs) 

Asubhaparinamaheu jivabaho tti to mayam himsa i 

Jassa u na so nimittam santo vi na tassa sa hinisa ll219ll (1767) 

[ tI^t i 

5 TC ^ H II II 

A^iubhaparinamahetu r-jlvabadha iti tato roatam himsa I 
Yasya tu na sa nimittam sannapi na tasya sa himsa ll219H ] 
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Trans. — 219 Affliction of jlvas as a cause for an evil end 
is called himsa. That which has no such ( end ), has nothing 
like himsa even if cause is there. ( 1767 ) 

SJSTfr, 

^ fl^TT i 

II ( ?\9^vs) II 

D. C . — One who inflicts pain upon j^vas with an evil 
purpose is said to commit himsa; but one who has no such 
purpose does not commit himsa even if he inflicts pain 
upon jtms. 

^ #nitf i 

srf , gf ^ 1% %ffDr ii!i^oii(?vs^«) 

Saddadao raiphala na viyamohassa bhavasuddhio i 

Jaha, taha jivabaho na suddhamanaso vi himsae ii 220 ii (1768) 

[ TT ^Tf^: I 

w, ^«rr ^ %fl lR5i6ii(?vs^<2) 

Sabdadayo ratiphala na vjtamohasya bhavasuddheh 1 
Yatha, tatha jlvabadho na ^uddhamanaso’pi himsayai i) 220 || ] 

Trans. — 220 Just as sabda etc do not become the objects 
of pleasure to a dispassionate saint on account of the purity . 
of ( his ) mind, affliction of jivas too does not become the 
cause of himsa to a person having pure intention ( 1768 ) 

^ ^f^*lK55T W 

iTTtrft ii- 
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l^rqf^orTTTsr^^^^ m i sq^P t 

q^^^TR, %qPTf^=qTiiTf^r =qtqTf^, l 

1 g^lfq q|t PRiqq:, 

qq^qtfl;RRf qsq^^qnt 5q^-q;q^-55r-q5^|?I^TRqRR- 
qf^qiqq fqqtq^, ^ qs^i^qf qf^^qsq 5^^ qqS?^, ^ 
qfqqm^ 1 |fq isq ^^^\y qf^q?Rq ^qr^- 

?qfqf^ II RRo II ( \\B \^ ) 

D. O. — To a dispassionate saint, s'abda, rupa, rasa etc. 
' do not become the attractive objects of pleasure because bis 
mind is pure. A pure-minded man does never cherish desire 
for sensuous pleasure from a beautiful mother. In the same 
way, a self-restrained and persevering muni does never commit 
himsa even if he inflicts pain upon/itjas on account of his s'uddha 
hhavas. It is clear, therefore, that hahya nimitta is anaikantika 
so far as h%m&d is concerned, and what is required is the 
intention pure and simple. 

Hence 0 Bhadra ! accept the existence of the five hhutas 
and know it for certain that the first four of them viz, prithv^, 
jala, agm, and vdyii are sa-eetana. Moreover, you have not 
understood the real meaning of the Veda-padas like “ Svam- 
pamam vat sakalam ” etc. The main object of those sentences 
is to assert the fragility of wealth, wife, progeny etc, before 
the high-minded people who have been distressed by the 
hhavahhaya, so that they might abandon their attachment to 
the worldly visayas and strive for the attainment of moksa. 
Leave, therefore, all your doubts aside, 0 Saumya ! and admit 
the existence of bhutas. 

T%?n^H =5r?:T“Ti^fl'ctrg%if i 

Chinnammi samsayammi Jinena jara-maranavippamukkenam i 
So samano pavvaio pancahim saha khandiyasaehim wZllu (1769) 
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[ 3r^T-TOfqjr§%^ i 

«rwJ IR^? li ( 

Chinne sam^aye Jinena jara-maranavipramuktena i 
Sa Sramanah pravrajitah pancabhih saha khandikalataih H 22 111 ] 

Trans . — 221 When the doubt was removed by the Tirthan- 
kara, who was entirely free from old age, and death, the saint 
Vyakta accepted dlksa along with his five hundred pupils. (1769) 


End of the Discussion with the Fourth Gaiiadhara* 



Chapter V 

Discussion with the Fifth Qanadhara. 

^ #r^^r w ii (?v5vso) 

Te pavvaie s6um Suhuma agacchai Jinasagasatn | 

Vaccami na vandami vanditta pajjuvasami ii 222 ii ( 1770 ) 

[ 3n*t=5®^ i 

^r\ #^r^r il n ( \mo ) 

Tan pravrajitan srutva Sudharma agacchati Jinsakasam I 
Vrajami vande vanditva paryiipase II 222 || ( 1770 ) ] 

Trans.— 222 Having heard that they {Vyakta and others) 
had renounced the world, Sudharman comes before the 
Tirthahkara. ( He thinks ) I may go, pay my homage, and 
worship him. ( 1770 ) 

^smfi ^ =3rff i 

^ Tn%(ir q u ^^\\\ 

Abhattho ya Jinenam jai-jara-maranavippamukkenam i 
Namena ya gottenaya savvannu savvadarisi nam || 223 ll (1771) 

TOT ^ irrifoi ^ ?r%5f ii XXX ii ( X^'^X ) 
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Abhasita^ca Jinena jati-jara-maranavipramuktena 1 

Namns ca gotrena ca sarrajhena sarvadarlina II 223 i) ( 1771 ) ] 

Trans. — 223 He was addressed by his name, and gotra 
{ lineage ), by the Tirthankara who was free from birth, old age, 
and death, who was all-knowing, and who had complete 
darsana ( undifferentiated knowledge. ) ( 1771 ) 

fife f fir i 

^ ^ (?v9vsr) 

K,im manne jariso ihabhavammi so tariso parabhave vi i 
Veya-payana ya attham na yanasi tesimo attho n 224 ii ( 1772) 

[ I 

Kim manyase yadyi^a ihabhave sa tadrisah parabhave’pi i 
Veda-padanam cartham na janasi tesamayamarthah Ii224ii(l772) ] 

Trans. — 224 is it your belief that human life even in the 
next world is the same as it is in this world ? But ( ca ) you 
do not know the ( real ) meaning of the sentences of Vedas, 
Here is their ( real ) interpretation ( 1772 ) 

I K^\ ^ ‘‘ 5 # ^ 

^r?gr^: 1 

mmm ii ii ( ? w ) ii 

D. G. — 0 Sudharnian ! Do you entertain the belief that 
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human life in the next world is the same as it is here ? 
Sentences of Vedas having contradictory interpretations have 
given rise to this illusion of yours. The sentences are 
as follows : — 

( 1 ) ‘‘ Purum vai purumtvamas'nute, pas'avaJi pahutvam ” 
etc. and 

( 2 ) " Srugalo vai esa jayate yah sa~purzso dahyate ” etc. 

According to you, interpretations of these two sentences 
are respectively as follows : — 

( I ) A man obtains nothing but manhood even after 
death, in the next world; and animals such as cow etc. become 
animals after death. Thus, sentences like this suggest that 
the next life is the same as this. 

( 2 ) But the sentences like Srugalo vai etc.” mean to 
assert that the next life is totally different from the present one. 

Such contradicting interpretations have given rise to the 
misguided belief of yours. Here is their real interpretation. 
Listen carefully. 

9 

f T% I 

m 'R 

Karanasarisam kajjam biyassevankuro tti mannanto i 
lhabhavasarisam savvam jamavesi pare vi tamajuttam ii225ii (1773) 

Karanasadri^am karyam bijasyevankura iti manyamanah I 
Ihabhavasadfi^am sarvam yadavaisi parasminnapitadayuktamii225||] 

Trans. — 225 Just as sprout is similar to seed, the effect 
is also similar to cause according to you, ( And hence ), you 
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believe everything in the next world to be similar to everything 
in this world. ( But ) that is not correct. ( 1773 ) 

5rr% ^ 

II II ( ) 

D. G . — Since Icarana is the same as Imrya according to 
you, the past life, being the karana of the present life, becomes 
the same as the present life. That is why you are led to 
believe that everything in this life is similar to everything in 
the next one. But this apprehension of yours is not correct. 

Because — 


=3irf f&’TTsfr 1 

Tn^wrsr%^w^^TTr3fT pr ii ii {%^m) 

f 1:^17 ! # ?Tm^T^i iRRvsn (?vsvsh) 

Jai saro singao bhutanao sasavanulittao I 

Sanjayai goloma’viloinasanjogao duvva |i 226 ii ( 1774 ) 

Iti rukkhayuwede jonivihane ya visarisehinto i 

Disai jamha jammam Suhamma ! to nayameganto Ii227il (1775) 

c 

ii rrr ii ( ) 

I II I! (?'S'aH) 

Jityate larah srihgad bhutrinakah sarsapanuliptat | 

Sanjayate goloma’vilomasamyogato durva ii 226 i| ( 1774 ) ] 
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Iti yfiksaurvede yonividhane ca visadyi^ebliyali i 

Dfi^yate yasmajjanma Sudharman ! tato nayamekantah ii 227 i| ] 

Trans.— llt-in The sara plant is produced from horn; 
earth-grass^ is produced by the anointing of mustard,® and 
durva^ is produced by the combination of goloma* and aviloma 
plants. Similarly, in the treatise® on ( planting and culti- 
vation of ) trees, production is brought about by the combination 
of ( a number of ) dissimilar objects. The rule is, therefore, 
not exclusive, O Sudharman! ( 1774-1775 ) 

gsiT, 

»Tc[Tsr! HRi^qr: i 3r?f: 

? ifk II II ( ?V3\9»-?\S'SH ) II 

D. C , — The rule that hm^ya is similar to Karana is not 
elmntika. Because, the s'ctVa is produced even by means o£ 
s'rnga^ by the unction of mustard-seeds the earth-grass is 
produced and by the combination of goloma and aviloma 
grasses, the durva grass is produced* 

Moreover, in the treatise on the planting and cultivation 
of trees, production of objects such as jewels, gold, etc is 

1. Bhutrinaha (earth-grass ) = A hind of fragianfe grass; the plant 
Androhogon Schoenanthns. 

2* 5^arsajpa= Mustard-seed; popularly known as’ samsava in 
Western India; Sinapis Dichotoma. 

3. D'zlwa — Name of a bent grass; panic grass. Panicum Dacbylon; 

4. Croloma, = Two different kinds of bent glass. 

6. Frifcs52/'W'==Name of a short treatise by /S'r6rpaia on the planting 
and cultivation of trees. 
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shown as being brought about by the combination of various 
dissimilar objects. The rule of similarity between lidrya and 
karana, is therefore, inapplicable in this ease. 

Or, say, the life of creatures in the next world is distin- 
guished from their life in this world, on account of similarity 
between Harya and karana in this way : — 

wsfr 

^ ^ I 

ft ! ir^oii(^vs\5<:) 

Ahava jau cciya biyanuruvajammam mayam tao ceva | 

Jivam ginha bhavao bhavantare cittaparinainam ii228il ( 1776) 

Jena bhavankurabiyam kammam dttam ca tarn jao’bhihiyam i 
Heuvicittattanao bhavankuraviccittaya tenam ii 229 ii ( 1777 ) 

Jai padivannam kammam heuvicittattao vicittam ca i 
To tatphalam vi cittam pavajja samsarino somma I ii230ll (1778) 

tf 

[ 3rw ’!7tr ggr i 

^nxr^\ n w ii ( ) 

^ I 

5ff^Tf^[%f^5rgi II II ( ?vs\s\3 ) 

S5> 

lR^o|i(?\sv9<i) 

Athava yata eva bijanurupajanma matam tata eva i 

Jivam gfUiana bhavad bhavantare cittaparinamam || 228 || (1776) 



Vada] 


Ganadharavada 

♦ 


•: 2S5 :• 


Yena bhavankurabijam karma citram tad yato’bbihitam i 
Hetuvieitratvato bhavarikuravicitrata tena li 229 || ( 1777 ) 

Yadi pratipannam karma hetuvieitratvato vioitram ca 1 
Tatastatphalamapi citram pratipadyasva samsarinah Saumya! Ii230||] 

Trans. — 228-229-230 Or, because the production ( of 
karya ) is similar to the root-cause, according to you, take 
jlva in the next life to be a parinama distinct from this 
mundane world. For, karman ( which is ) the seed of the 
sprout of life Js itself distinct. And, if the effect is established 
to be distinct because the cause is distinct, know it for certain 
0 Saumya ! that the mundane Soul has also its phala distinct 
from it. ( 1776-1777-1778) 

t ^«ir 

f ?rRq;-rliq»Tif^^qor ^ ^ 

! Rf^qi§;q li 

( ?V9'S^--?\SVS'S--^\9SS<; )|| 

D. C . — The production of various karyas is similar to the 
corresponding haranas according to you* But the jtva in the 
next life is distinguished from this world on account of jati, 
Jcula^ rupa^ hala^ a%s^varya etc. Now if Karya is taken to be 
similar to the l^rarwi^ how will the jtvas be different in the 
next life ? The mc'itra^ of jtva in the next life is to be 
accounted for by means of karman. For karman being .the 
lietu of samsara^ renders the whole samara^ vicitra by reason 
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of its own self being vicitra. So, just as karman is vicitra by 
reason of its wrong belief and vowlessness etc, its Karya viz^ 
hkava should also be taken as vicitra by reason of Jati, hula, 
rupa, bala etc. So, if you admit Karman and if you believe 
that Karya is distinguished from haravp, then 0 Saumya ! 
know it for certain that the mundane Soul has its phala in 
the form of vioitraia as hellish beings, lower animals, human 
beings, or celestial beings. 

Cittam samsarittam vicittakammaphalabhavao heu l 

Iha cittam cittanam kammana phalam va logammi ii231ii (1779) 

If M f^fTurr ii ii ( ) 

Citram samsaritvam vicitrakarmaphalabh&vato hetoh i 

Iha citram citranfim karmanam phalamiva loke n231 It ( l779 )] 

Trans . — 231 Like the variable result of variable actions 
( accomplished ) in this world, worldliness is variable on 
account of the hetu that ( it is also ) the result of variable 
actions. ( 1779 ) 

srfIfT I 

q^f ir% i q^q 

qfq^qT^ qqqfq# II II ( ) II 

D. Q . — Just as the results of various actions like ploughing 
trading etc. are variable, the samsaritva of the mundane animals 
is also varied as seen in their hellish experience etc. on 
account of the fact that samsaritva is nothing but the result 
of their vdcitra actions in the past, 
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Now, in support of the variable nature of Karman, the 
author states 

T%xrr \ 

Citta kammaparinai poggalaparinamao jaha bajjha | 

Kammana cittaya puna taddheuvicittabhavao ii 232 || { 1780 ) 

[ f%5rT ^rirr i 

ii ii ( ) 

Citra karmaparinatih pudgalaparinaniato yatha bahya I 
Karmanam citratS punastaddhetuvicitrabhavat || 232 || (1780 )] 

Trans.— 22)2 Just as the outward effect of actions is 
variable on account of its being the parinaim of earthly bodies, 
the variable nature of actions is also due to their hetu being 
variable. ( 1780 ) 

f^f%5rqnoira5i^'? ’5r«iT srr^s^rrff- 

stt, ^ 

?f 5 ^ 1 : s 5 [^’Tf^<irrTr- 

II ( ) II 

D. 0. — Effect of Karman is varied in this world. . Only 
that which is pudgalaparinamatmaka is known as vicitra 
( as in the case of various transformations of cloud, earth etc. ). 
While that which is not the result of earthly pudgalas, is not 
recognized as a vicitraparinati ( as in the case of okas' o, ). 
In case of Karman itself being variable, in addition to this 
pudgalaparindmatva, vicitratd is due to the variable nature of 
its motives like vanity, hostility, and wickedness etc. by means 
of which those actions are actually inspired. 232 (1780). 
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f fk ^ I 

ft (\^c\) 

ri ^ftr^Rri; \ 

^ ft ^ i^r ir^«ii(^v5^r) 

Ahava ihabhavasariso paralogo vi jai sammao tenam i 
Kammaphalam pi ihabhavasarisam padivaj ja paraloe ii233ii (1781) 

Kim bhaniyamiha manuya nanagaikammakarino santi i 

Jai te tapphalabhajo pare vi to sarisaya jutta || 234 ii ( 1782) 

[ 3rsi^f5fTsr5|;ir: i 

jfi%qr?T’^sr ii ii ( 

f% tfgsrr ^i^nr^^tS^iRorj \ 

Athavehabhavasadrisam paraloko’pi yadi sammatastena i 
Karmaphalamapthabhavasadri^am pratipadyasva paraloke t| 233 || 

Kim bhanitamiha manuja nanagatikarmakarinah santi t 
Yadi te tatphalabhajali parasminnapi tatah sadfi^ata yukta ||234||] 

Tmns.~235-ZZ4 Or, if the other life is also taken as 
the same as this life, ( you should ) accept the karma phala 
in the other life to be the same as ( that in ) this life. Has it 
been said that there exist people in this world doing ( various ) 
deeds' according to their various tendences ? If they exist, 
there exist ( people ) in the next ( world ) to enjoy their fruits 
also. Sameness (of both) is, therefore, justified. ( 1781-1782) 
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If !TT^m^l5r%^5r%^TggTN?i: 

^^fr^TflpqTqTH^r^irrrT, 

%5r?Ti?^: ^ tT^srifq mm 

D. G. — If, according to you, next life is the prototype of 
this one, the karmaphala in the next life will depend upon 
( one’s ) various good or bad actions in this life. Now, since 
various people do various deeds as a result of their various 
tendences in this life, it should be noted that they enjoy 
fruits of their actions in the next life. So, inclination of one 
in the present life, depends upon his inclination in the past 
life also. 

Then, anticipating doubts in the opponent's mind, the 
author states : — 

3Tf If ?T I 

^ ^3TT q i 

^ ^ m ?TTH[ T% %sr 

Aha iha saphalam kammam na pare to savvaha na sarisattam i 
Akayagama-kayanasa kammabhavo’hava patto ii 235 ii ( 1 783 ) 

Kammabhave ya kao bhavanlaram, sarisaya va tadabhave i 
Nikkaranao ya bhavo jai ta naso vi taha ceva ii 236 II ( 1784) 

[ sr^f h ^ r 

mw* II II ( ) 

^ II ( ) 
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Atheha saphalam karma na parasminstatah sarvatha na sadri^atvam I 
Akfitagama-kritana^au ka^-mabhavo’thava praptah U235|1 (1783)] 

Karmabhave ca kuto bhavantaram sadri^ata va tadabhave i 
Niskaranaka^ca bhavo yadi tato na^o’px tathaiva Il236|| (1784)] 

rm/w.— 235-236 If ( the opponent says that ) Karman 
is successful here ( only ), ( and ) not in the next life, then 
there will be nothing like sameness at all. The unaccomplished 
object will crop up and the accomplished one will come to an 
end Or, there will be { complete ) negation of Karman itself. 
In absence of Karman, how will the next life come into 
existence ? And in its absence, whence ( will ) the sadrisata 
( exist ) ? And if the ( next ) life is ( taken to have been ) 
produced without any cause, then ( its ) end will also be so. 

( 1783-1784 ) 

IT I srItTiRif— git mnj n 

^ gg gig ggrfggg g^ gi«ii ^gigf 

g ^grg; i gfe ^iarr gg gT%, gTT:gf^g;toTirf 
tggr g gjgfgigrg^i m «Eg^gi%si^ 

gig;gig?gg;, gfeg^^g g^g igl^gj^gTssiigt fg^g 

g ^Tg-TigTf^T%gT'g55^g^g Wit gggfg i ^rggr, ^^gg «?g 
gjggrggTgt giHi— gig-“ftgTf^i%giiir T^gjgcgT^igggi^ ^gg 
>?g ^git gi=gtsf^ g gig; l gg; ^ igrif-Wgil 
'g sfiTTgigigig; fit ggRg^^(, gggii g gig^g^ i 

m ^gkilsf^ gg i^gi, gfi fg^^i^g »?gTg^ '^gi^ i g^ gggg- 
m^g, git giit^fg g^g gg^g ig's^i^g gg ^gig;, git sgi^^rit- 
fgggigsgigggig; l fg’J^i# g g^s^^ggiggi^ ggg^ggf^ 
sfigigt ^ ^’sgi, f^^gigigi^ 5 ifg n u 

( ) li 
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D, G. — Sudharman : — Actions ( like ploughing etc. ) which 
are connected with this life are alone fruitful, and those ( like 
munificence etc. ) that are connected with the other life, are 
not fruitful. This is the reason why there is no distinction 
between the lives of creatures in the two hhavas. 

Bhagman : — But sadris'afd can never exist without cause 
as sadris'aia itself is produced from Karman. Now, when you 
take Karman ( like dana etc. ) connected with the other life, 
to be fruitless, there is no scope for sadris'atd to exist. 

Sudharman-— Sadris' aid of Jivas could be brought about 
even in absence of Karman as in the case of ghata produced 
from earth. 

Bhagavdn : — If sddris'ya exists even in absence of Karman 
there will be akritdgama ( i. e., springing up of the un- 
accomplished object ), as well as kritanas'a ( i, e. destruction of 
the accomplished object ). Thus the existence of Karman itself 
is denied. When there is no Karman, how can the pa/>'cibhava 
exist ? And when the existence of parabhava is denied, the 
existence of sddris'ya between two hhavas will automatically 
be denied. 

Sudharman .-—The existence of hhavdntara could be 
brought about even in absence of Karman as in the case of 
lifeless objects when Kdrya and Jcdrana are the same. 

Bhagavdn : — In that case, 0 Sudharman ! the production 
as well as the destruction of bhavantara will also be niskarana. 
Consequently, the practice of austerities, munificence, and vows 
etc. would be good-for-nothing, as hhavdntara will not depend 
upon those actions, and all people — whether doing good or bad 
deeds— will have the same prototype life. Moreover, you 
should also take the vaisadris'ya or dissimilarity of various 
jtvas from each other to be nis'karanaka like bhavantara, 
For, like bhavantara, there is kararicibhava in case of va^sa- 
dris'ya also. 



292 > Jinabhadra Gatii’s [The fifth 

ft jrf ^ i 

3rf 5EI^0I(^^ ^l^oi II :|^(3 || (?^SCH) 

Kammabhave vi mai ko doso hojja jai sabhavo’yam | 

Jaha karananuruvam ghadai kajjam sahavenam i) 237 II (1785) 

[ ^TrfvTTlsf^ ^ I 

ii ii ( ) 

Karinabhave’pi matib ko doso bhavet yadi svabhavo’yam | 

Yatha karananurupam ghatadi karyam svabhavena ii237ii(1785)] 

Trans . — 237 Again, the opponent might believe that { the 
karya could be brought about even in absence of Karman. 
What objection would arise , if it were its very nature as in 
the case of karyas like ghata etc., which bear natural resem- 
blence with their karanas ? ( 1785 ) 

itm-m 

Km gff ^ 

mt gfl T% ^ I 

^ST?^TrT|”^siT Kii 

g^STf 

I q^sfq K 

i ^ 

^qjoql, qg TO ^%sfq 

l Kzi^i qq;^ 

^qqiq^sfq qfq. 

'^r%, q 5Rq%%: i qq^rptgi;, q ^qrqrfq^ qr^^cif^, 
sq^q^qfqfqqqTqjT^tqi^, qqq^fq I 

q^q^q^ qtq^q ^qqis^^qq^ql, qqfq ^qqtqqTiqq^qqiwrft- 
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II II ( i^c\) II 

V. C. — Sudharman : — Just as, it is by virtue of their 
svabhava that objects like ghata etc, are produced as a natural 
result of their respective Havanas but without the help of 
karman, the hhavantara is also produced by virtue of its own 
svabhava even in absence of Karman. 

Bhagavdn — Kdryas like ghata, O Sudharman ! could never 
be produced merely by virtue of their svabhava, but they have 
to depend upon kartd and Havana also. So, in the production 
of Sartra also, kartd and Havana are of primary importance. 
This leads us to believe that in the production of bhavantara, 
dtman which is different from body, is the karta, and Karman, 
the km'ana, just as potter is the kartd and chakra etc, act as 
Havanas, when ghata is produced. 

Sudharman : — Since kdryas like ghata are directly appre- 
hensible, potter and chakra, etc. may respectively be taken as 
their kartd aud Havanas. But kdryas like s'arira in hhavantara 
are produced naturally like the multi-coloured changes in 
clouds etc. It is not, therefore, possible to seek Karman as a 
kdrana, in the production of hhavantara. 

Bhagavdn : — Your argument is totally unfounded. Kdryas 
like s'arira etc. are not svdbhdvika because they have a 
beginning, as well as, a definite dkdra like ghata. You have 
taken the other life to be the same as this, because, according 
to you, Kdrya is exactly similar to harana. But this principle 
of sadris'atd is not applicable in case of ahhrddnikdras, as 
they are peculiarly different from the objects having definite dkdra. 

Moreover, 
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ft 3Tf ?i3ft ^R«t ft I 
5 ft ^vHTOT ft H ^ ll’<^^ll(?V9<'S) 

^iftlTfOT fJSJ ftt ^ «i^ I 

ftg ^ HT ?Tf^ 1^54 ^ ^ I 3 ; ? IK86H (t^CC) 

Hojja sahavo vatthum nikkaranaya va vatthudhammo va ? 

Jaha vatthum natthi tao’nuvaladdhio khapuppham va u 238 II 

Accautamanuvaladdho vi aha tao atthi natthi kim kammam 1 
Heu va tadtthitte jo nanu kammassa vi sa eva ll 239 a { 1787 ) 

Kammassa vabhihanam hojja sahavo tti hou ko doso i 
Niccam va so sabhavo sariso ettham ca ko heu ? a240ii (1788) 

II II ( ) 

’it ng ^^iSitsfq ^ i^cT II li ( ) 

m ^ ?ri€t55r ^ I 5 : ? 11 H ( ^V9<;<; ) 

Bhavet svabhavo vastu niskaranata va vastudharmo va ? i 

• • 

Yadi vastu nasti sako’nupalabdheh khapuspamiva II 238 ||(1786) 

Atyantamanupalabdho’pyatha sako’sti nasti kim karma i 
Hetu ’r-va tadastitve yo nanu karmano’pi sa eva || 239 || ( 1787 ) 

Karmano vabhidhanam bhavet svabhava iti bhavatu ko dosah i 
Nityam va sa'svabhavah sadjiso’tra ca ko hetub ? || 240 || ( 1788 )] 

Trans. — 238-239-240 Is ( that ) svabhava a ( definite ) 
object, or causelessness ( itself ), or property of an object ? If 
it is ( taken as ) a ( definite ) object, it is not ( so ) because 
it is non-perceptible like a kha-puspa. In spite of its being 
non-perc&ptible, if it exists, why should not Kerman exist ? 
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The heta that ( works ) in its existence, ( works ) in case of 
Karmati also. { Or ) what objection ( would arise ), if smbhava 
becomes a synonym of Karmati, and what is the hetu ( in 
believing ) that svabhava is always the same ? ( 1786-1787-1788 ) 

^^3 WfT II II (^vs,5^-^v9<jv3-?vs<'<:)|| 

D. 0 . — The point is that since you have taken svabhava 
to be the same for ever as the same life is repeated in various 
bhavas you should state the reason for its nityasadris'ata. 
You might say that there is no hetu as such, as mtyasadris'a 
by virtue of its own self. For, the same argument could be 
advanced in case of vaisadris'ya of the bhavas as well. 

And, 

dt gdfsgdi m sif gdi di h Hift eRdt i 
ifttnmdr id % H ^3: srgdt iistani 

»i^oiratf t 3 ft 3 V i^rf gfWT ! di sigdi ft 1 
gj%fl'ai gfdft^rftdt 11 stssi 11 (wi”) 

So mutto’mutto va jai mutto to na savvaha sariso | 

Parinamao payam piva na dehaheu jai amutto 11,241 ii ( 1789) 

Uvagaranabhavao na ya havai Suhamma ! so amutto vi 1 
Kajjassa muttimatta suhasamvittadio ceva ll 242 ll ( 1790 ) 

[ ^ sTT ^ mm i 
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II II ( ) 

Sa murto’murto va yadi mtirtastato na sarvatha sadri^ah i 
Parinamatah paya iva na dehahetu r-yadyamurtah || 241 ii (1789) 

Upakaranabhavad na ca bhavati Sudbarman ! so’murto’pi i 
Karyasya niurtimattrad sukhasamvittyaditascaiva || 242 u (1790) ] 

Trans. — 241-242. Is that ( svabhava), murta or a-mUrta ? 
If nrnrta, it is not at all sadrisa on account of its { having a ) 
parimma as in the case of milk. And, if it is a-murta, O 
Sudharman ! even that a-murta svabhava does not become 
the cause of body in absence of instruments, as well as on 
account of the corporeal nature of Kdrya ( indicated ) by the 
perception of happiness etc. ( 1789-1790 ) 

^cr^TT^ 2 I gfl 

^ Tf^oiTteig;, I srw, fl- 

^ri, 

I ^ ^ ^ ^ 

IT fT ^r^TSTTT^ I TTT, i^-#fT=?TrT^ TFTT- 
\h I ^T^ffTTf^tTI^ I 

TT5T 'T^TTTT^TT ^TTHssTlfT, 

I TTT fl;^T^irT^TT^ ^TT^T 

l m TT — 

STTI ^ f%T I 

5r| Tiqiq^ g^T II K II 
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’Tf^uri^n^ ^ i>3tq (I R li 
II II ( ) II 

D. C. — Consider whether svahhava is murta or a-murta. 
If it is vmrta^ svahhava will be nothing but a synonym of 
Karman, Moreover, the property of sadris'ata will never be 
applied if svahhava is murta, because”like milk, or like the 
murta clouds having a number of forms, svahhma will also 
possess a number of paririamas. 

If svahhava is a-niurta, then also, like akas'a it does not 
become the hetu of s'arira because of the absence o£ upakaranas. 
Secondly, an incorporeal Tidrana can never produce a corporeal 
kdrya. So, svahhava should not be called a-rmrta when the 
hdryas of svahhava such as the perception of sukha, duhkha etc. 
are murta,^ 

Now the second alternative viz, that svahhava is niskdranatd 
is discussed — 

T%?T i 

Ahava’karanau cciya sabhavao tovi sarisaya katto | 
Kimakaranao na bhave visarisaya kim va vicchitti Il 243 l! ( 1791 ) 

[ f?r: i 

JT ^ irv^ii 

Athava’karanata eva svabavatastato’pi sadfisata kutah i 
Kimakaranato na bhaved visadri^ata kim va vicchittih ? 11 24311 ] 

Trans. — 243 Or, if ( bhavantara is produced ) by virtue 
of svabfidva ( and ) without any reason, whence is sadrisatd 

f Vide verses 1625, 1626. 
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(to be found) ? (And) why (should) not dissimilarity take place 
without reason ? and why not destruction also ? ( 1791 ) 

^ ^ I f 1 1 

^ ? I ^ i g^1r=fT- 

# n II ( W\ ) II 

D. C. — Sadris'ata of bhavdntccra cannot be established 
even if you believe that it is produced without reason. For, 
just as sadris'ata is taken to have been produced without 
reason, vi-sadris'ata will also take place without reason. 
Similarly, destruction of bhava will also take place without any 
reason, and following the same procedure, a non-existent object 
like kharavisana will also come into existence without any 
reason. Moreover, objects like s'artra etc. will lose their 
definite shape and such other characteristics, on account of 
their resemblance with abhra-vikdra in as much as they are 
produced without reason. Hence, it is not possible to believe 
svabJidva as nisharand^ itself. 

Taking the third alternative viz. that svahhdva is vastudharma, 
the author states : — 

31?^ nfi^t ^ nt 1% uRnsit rN i 

3wn«i-i1f-UJTr ii^saii (tvs^Ji) • 

Ahava sahavo dhammo vatthussa, na so vi sarisao niccam i 
Uppaya-tthii-bhanga cilta jam vatthupajjaya ii 244 » ( 1792 ) 

[ srw ^ ^sfq I 

W II 11 ( ) 
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Athava svabhavo dharmo vastunah na so’pi sadfi^ako nityam | 
Utpada-sthiti-bhangascitra yad vastuparyayah II 244 i) ( 1792 )1 

Trans . — 244 Or, if svabMva is a property of an object that 
also will not be always the same. Because, the paryayas of 
production, retention and destruction of an object are distinct 
( from each other ). ( 1792 ) 

^ 

3rR?i5irHf m fi ? i ^f| 

sr^fergt,, 3TT^T5FTf^^fi[ i sr?? 51 ^^^^.*, 
gf| ^^oTtsfq f| 

II II ( ) II 

D. Q. — Svabhava will not be the same throughout even, if 
you believe that it is a vastudharma. Hence, it is not possible 
to maintain for ever the sddris’ya of saHra etc. also. For, 
the three stages of production, existence and destruction are 
not always the same in case of a single object. Distinction 
of properties in case of black objects is easily perceived. 

Secondly, is this vastudharma^ a dhm'ma of the cdman or 
a dliarma of the pudgala I If it is the property of atman 
it can never become the cause of s'artra etc. For, it will be 
a-murta like akas'a in that case. On the other hand, if this 
vOfStudharma is the property of a piidgala, then it' will become 
the Karman itself, as Karman is nothing but a pudgaladharma 
itself. 

ft ’rft’nmr ^ 1 

ftr (W\) 
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Kammassa vi parinamo Suhamma 1 dhammo sa poggalatnayassa i 
Heu citto jagao hOi sahavo tti ko doso? ii245 ii ( 1793) 

[ qf^oiTiTj ^ i 

^ ^q: n ii ( ) 

Karmano’pi parinamah Sudharman ! Dharnia sa pudgalamayasya | 
Hetu^eitro jagato bhavati svabhava iti ko dosah ti 245 ii (1793)] 

Trans. — 245 O Sudharman ! That ( svabhava ) being 
the parinama of Karman composed of a definite body, ( becomes ) 
its dharnia also. ( And ), what is wrong if svabhava is taken 
as the variable cause of the { entire mundane ) world ? ( 1793 ) 

qtqj ^ ^ 

qRorim I ? I i 1 1 I 

qj^qROTrqt ? i i I 

qjTf%^ ^qrq^: i sr^qrqjqfq ^q^ ^tqr 

q ^q^, fq^q^qrfqliqf^’qi^ * 

^qqiq:i q q^qTq;q^q| li 

II ( ) n 

D. G, — 0 Sudharman ! Since svabhava has been taken 
as a vastu-dharma, it may be taken as a dharma of the 
pudgalamaya Karman also. So, there is no objection in 
admitting svabhava as the parinama of vieitra karman, and 
hence as the hetu of universal vicitratd also. 

In other words, it is due to the nature of the vieitra 
Ka/i^man that this world is full of varieties. The only point 
to remember in this case is that it is not always the same, 
but it is full of varieties on account of various hetus such as 
vanity, hostility etc. 
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^ ft ft Il=t8^ll (?«\8) 

3 sTJ'i'iTt ft ?iR:h flr qftum^oi 1 

fttisioTO '5t II r8vsii(?v3%m) 

Ahava savvam vatthum paikkhanam ciya Suhamma I dhammehim 1 
Sambhavai veha kehi vi kehi vi tadavatthamaccantam 11 247 li 

Tam appano vi sarisam na puvvadhammehim pacchimillanam I 
Sayalassa tihuanassa ca sarisam samannadhammehim ii247ii( 1 795) 

ii ii (j^vs'^v) 

^Tcq^sfq ^ qr^it^Riq; I 

^ ii w li ( ) 

Athava sarvam vastu pratiksanameva Sudharman ! dharmaih i 
Sambhavati vyeti kairapi kairapi tadavasthamatyantam ll 246 || ] 

Tadatmano’pi sadj-isam na purvadharmaib pafeatyanam 1 
Sakalasya tribhuvanasya ca sadfisam samanyadharmaih 11 247 II ] 

Trans. — 246-247. O Sadharman / at every single moment, 
each and every object ( of the Universe ) is being produced, 
destroyed or retained by ( virtue of ) some property or the 
other. So, none ( of them ) has its former properties Similar 
to the latter ones. On the other hand, by virtue of ( certain ) 
common properties, all the three worlds are similar. (1794-1795) 

^qRT-s^rTrr^qqftt 
lf^ti5H^Tr^qq|q: ^rqr?iT-s?r*iRqqfq6q^ sgq- 
Rfir, l ci^^cqiR^fq 
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, fl li 

II ( ) II 

D. G . — ^Not only the hhavantara, O Sudharman ' but each 
and every object ( like ghata and pata ) in this Universe, is 
being produced, destroyed, or retained in its present state at 
every moment by virtue of a number of similar and dissimilar 
paryayas. But on the other hand, all the three worlds resemble 
each other also on account of certain common properties. 
Consequently, a past life may also resemble the present life 
on account of some common properties contained in both. 

^ m WT ? I 

m ^ II II ( ) 

K.O savvaheva sariso asariso va ihabhave parabhave va ? I 
Sarisisarisam savvam niccaniccairuvam ca ii 248 II { \796 ) 

Kah sarvathaiva sadfi^o’sadriso vehabhave parabhave va ? | 
Sadrisasadrisam sarvam nityanityadirupam ca || 248 || ( 1796 ) ] 

Trans.-— 24$ What ( object ) is ( taken as ) completely 
similar or dissimilar either in this life or in the next life ? 
Everything is similar as well as dissimilar having permanent as 
well as transitory forms. ( 1796 ) 

WT, ^v(i^ 1 1 q^Rr- 

mm I ^«iT, ^itqT-sf^??rTqH?gqqfRSiiPr% ii 

( ) (I 
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D. 0 . — It is not possible to find an object which is similar 
or dissimilar to other objects or even to itself even in this 
life, and much less in the other. 

All objects are found to be similar as well as dissimilar 
to other objects even in this life. So, it is no use holding the 
view that they are the same in the other life also. Similarly, 
all objects have permanent as well as transitory forms. 

This idea is illustrated by an example stated below — 

ft eiTt ^Tf \\^W\ 

Jaha niyaehim vi sariso na juva bhuvi bala-vuddhadhammehim i 
Jagao vi samo satfaiehim taha parabhave jivo ii 249 ii ( 1797 ) 

it ii ( 

Yatha nijakairapi sadri^o na yuva bhuvi bala-vriddhadharmaih i 
Jagato’pi samah sattadikaistatha parabhave jivah 1124911 ( 1797 ) ] 

Trans . — 249 Just as a young man does not resemble 
his own past and future forms of childhood and old age 
respectively on { this ) earth, but at the same time resembles 
the whole of earth on account of the property of existing etc., 
in the same way, jiva, too, becomes similar as well as dissimilar 
in the other life. ( 1797 ) 

wf p, II II ( 

(7. — Just as a young man does not resemble his own 
forms of childhood and old age, but at the same time resembles 



•: 304 :• 


Jinabhadra Gatti^'s 


[ The fifth 


all other objects in this world on account of certain common 
properties like the quality of existing etc., in the same way. 
Jtvas in the other life are not merely similar but dissimilar to 
other objects also. 

Moreover, 

ft i 

ft I) RH® II 

Manuo devibhuo sariso sattaiehim jagao vi | 

Devaihi visariso niccanicco vi emeva II 250 ii ( 1798 ) 

Manujo devibhutah sadfisah sattadikair-jagato’pi i 
Deva(tvJl)dibhir-visadriSo nityanityo’pyevameva ii 250 u ( 1793 ) ] 

Trans. — 250 A divine man resembles the whole of 
mundane world on account of ( properties like ) existence etc. 
and is distinguished ( from it ) as well by means of ( his ) state 
of being a deity etc. In the same way, ( he ) is permanent 
and at the same time transitory also. ( 1798 ) 

5[5trg?ITSHl | ST^Tf— 

pq^, q 5 qqfqsiTrq- 

r^^t 11 II ( ) II 

D. C . — A person who becomes deva after death, resembles 
all the three worlds, on account of the common characteristics 
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like existence etc,, but, at the same time, he is distinguished 
from the three worlds on account of his devatva etc. This 
shows that absolute sadris'atd is not acceptible but visad’^is'chid 
ha^ also equal scope with it. Similarly, all objects are mtya 
on account of their dravyatva^ and, at the same time, ct-nitya 
because of their varied transformations. 

Stidharman : — I accept sadrisata of objects on account of 
nothing but their relation to the same gender. That is, according 
to me, purusa turns out to be a purusa and animals remain as 
animals in the hhavantara. 

Bhagavdn : — Your argument, 0 Sudharman ! is fallacious. 
The next life is attained by virtue of actions acoomplisiied in 
this life. These actions come into existence on account of 
various hetus such as m%thyatva etc. Hence, hhavantara 
which is produced by these actions should also be taken as 
vicitratd on account of the vicitraQ of actions, but sadris'ata 
can never fit in by means of their relation to the sadris'a 
gender etc. 

For, 

ftfT ii rh? n 

Ukkarisa- vakkarisa na samanae vi jena jaie I 
Sarisaggahe jamha danaiphalam viha tamha ii 251 II ( 1799 ) 

II il ( ) 

Utkarsa-’pakarsau na samanayampi yena jatau i 
Sadpi^agrahe yasmad danadiphalam vfithJt tasmat ||251i) (1799)] 

Trans . — 251 In ( case of ) { absolute ) sameness, there 
will be no ( scope for ) elevation or degradation evqn in the 
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same genesis, ( and ) the fruits of munificence [etc. will become 
iutile. ( 1799 ) 

^^T-Sf 5T ^ZJ I 
^ if If n qff f ^^T^sfq 13;^, gg ^ If 

^ , r^k f if I ^f%f ^Tf T^ 

** f»f f% ^TRTOf 1^ SRJfTf s[SS^ I 

8r^r«iTrN^«rT:-fr ^ fii^t ? I^^Tf— - 

‘^5Ti:|i fronfqu^ iff mmk 

fr^Tj^'E® f «rT i if ^fiif^ii^- 

sn??r55tEH J f Rtif Jrif% if f ^r% i 

fH-ffW-^^^^*TTf5Tmff WtfTSgf f fe qif 
?ril ^ i^FF^^r fr^iTfi sri^:, TOri ?r 

1% ii II ( ) II 

D, G . — If you believe in absolute sameness, there will be 
no scope either for elevation or for degradation even in the 
same genesis. One who is rich in this life will remain rich 
in the next life also in spite of his sinful actions, and a poor 
man will remain poor in the next life even if he performs 
benevolent duties such as dana, tapes, tirtha-snana etc., according 
to your belief of absolute sadr%s'atd. Thus, there will be no 
reward of either good or evil actions, but the same type of life 
will go on throughout all the hhavas. So, if there is no uikarsa 
or apaharsa in the next life, there will be no utility for various 
benevolent actions such as munificence, austerities, ablations 
in holy waters etc., to be followed by people for the attainment 
of Vevatva etc. To believe in absolute sadris'atd is, therefore, 
not proper. 251 ( 1799 ). 

And^the Vtdapadas will also be wrong if absolute sadrts'ya 
is accepted— 
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^ 'E55 II ’t'i’i II ( ) 

Jam ca sigalo vai esa jayae Veyavihiyamiccaim i 
Saggiyam jam caphalam tamasanbaddham sarisayae u252ll (1800) 

^ II II ( ) 

Yaeca ^rigalo yai esa jayate Vedavihitamityadi i 

Svargiyam yacoa phalam tadasambaddham sadri^atayam || 252 II ] 

Trans. — 252 Statements of Vedas such as “ Srigalo vai 
esa jayate ” etc., as well as the reward of heaven laid down 
by Vedas, will prove inconsistent in ( case of ) sadrisatd ( being 
admitted). { 1800 ) 

5^71[^i5r f«TR5- 

<rqig'T'T%t I 

t5r^f^5rTl<»r^^c^T5TT%Rf| I ^‘s# 
^ M^fJ ?r3«i 

^ 3 

5^i^: II W II ( ) II 

2). G. — ^If it is admitted, 0 blessed Sudharman ! that the 
next life is exactly similar to this life, the sentences of Vedas 
such as “ Srigalo vai esa jayate yah sa-purtso dahyate” etc., 
which tell us that, one who is burnt along with foeces b,ecomes fox 
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in the next life, will turn to be inconsistent. For, according to you, 
man should become man only in the next life. Secondly, sent- 
ences, like agnihotram juhnydt svargakdmah" and “agnistomena 
yamwajamdbhijayati ” which lay down the conditions for the 
attainment of svarga, will also become inconsistent because man 
does netver become deity according to your theory of sadris'td. 

The real interpretation of puruso vm purusatvamas'nute 
pas^avdh pas'utvam ” etc. is this : — A person who is pious, 
cultured, and self-less, attains the genesis of man when he 
dies away after having attached his actions to the human name 
and lineage. But that does not mean that all purusas attain 
purusatva as a rule. By virtue of different types of actions, 
people are liable to be born in an absolutely different genesis 
also. The same is the case with animals. On account of 
certain faults like illusion etc. certain animals remain as animals 
when they pass away in the next life, having attached their 
actions to the name and lineage of animals. But ail pas'us do 
not attain pas'utva as a rule because their movement from one 
hlima to another depends upon their actions. 

Thus, 

Chinnammi samsayammi Jinena jara-maranavippamukkenam | 

So samano pavvaio pancahim saha khandiyasaehim ii253ii (1801) 

Trans . — 253 When the doubt was removed by the Tirihan- 
kara who was entirely free from old age and death, that 
Saint ( Sudharman) accepted diAsa along with his five hundred 
pupils. ( 1801 ) 

End of the Discussion with the Fifth Oanadhara* 
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Discussion with the Sixth Qanadhara 

^ snn^ i%>it?rnra i 

ii hh» n ( ) 

Te pavvaie so urn Mandio agacchai Jinasagasam « 

Vaccanti na vandami vanditta pajjuvasami ii 254 n ( 1802 ) 

gfsiTfq qtqi% 11 RHV ii ( ) 

Tan pravrajitan srutva Mandika agacchati JinasakaSam i 
Vrajami vande vanditva paryupase ii 254 II ( ( 1802 ) ] 

Trans. — 254 Having heard that they had renounced the 
world, Matidika comes before the Tirthankara. ( He thinks ) :- 
I may go, pay my homage, and worship him. ( 1802) 

Tfin qit 

D. 0. — Now the sixth Ganadhara named Mandika^ comes 
before the Tirthankara and starts discussion. 

sjwfl *r i 

sn^ *r ^ ufwig[ oi 
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Abhattho ya Jinenam jai-jara-maranavippamukkenam i 
Namenam yagotrena ya savvannu savvadarisi nam ii255ii (1803) 

5ii5rT ^ ii ii ( ) 

Abhs^ita^ca Jinena jati-jara-maranavipramuktena I 

Namna ea gotrena ca sarvajiiena sarvadarsina ll 255 tl ( 1803 ) ] 

Trans. — 255 He was addressed by his name, and lineage 
by the Tirthankara, who was free from birth, old age, and 
death, who was omniscient, and who had complete darsana 
( undifferentiated knowledge ). ( 1803 ) 

The Tirthankara then said— 

f% ^ T% I 

^q^TOT ^ ^ \M%}\ (\co^) 

Kim manne bandha-mokkha santi na santi tti sarnsao tujjham | 
Veyapayana ya attham na yanasi tesimo attho n256 ll ( 1804) 

qm q 3rRT% ii ii ( ?<:<>» ) 

Kim manyase bandha-moksau sto na sta iti samSayastava i 
Vedapadanam cartham na janasi tesamayamarthah ||256ii(1804) ] 

Trans. — 256 What do you think about? You entertain 
doubt as to whether bandha •( worldly bondages ) and moksa 
( Final Liberation ), exist or not. But { ca ), you do not know 
the ( real ) meaning of the sentences of Vedas. Their ( real ) 
interpretation is this. (1804 ) 

srq qqrfl — ^ 

fqgDTt fqiq qr, q m qq 
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^ I r# ^ 3 rRT^, 

^«iT-^r ^*r:-3rf^^^ sr^gj, %iii:-^n5r-^3r?irg%'Ji^' 

?rr ^ 5T ^ ^ ^ifin 

srr ^riir^- 

sn^f^’srfeT'sfT^T^q, !r^^2^T%^Hr5fig i g?r^rg;Or 
^^R5rf^q[T3[^T^ I ^ I 

^^TTf^oTt m^ 

f^^T-sf^^ ;r i srgl^ 

^ ^?«r-iit^Tmwrw?itrai 3rg:j^?^?TJ i ^ 

^t^KTfqf qmq:, IR'^^ II ( Uo^?) 

D. G. — 0 Mandiha ! You doubt the existence of handha 
and mohsa, because you have heard various Vedapadas having 
contradictory meanings. 

‘* Sa esa vigunvo vibhu r-na hadhyate samsarati vd na muc- 
yate mocayati vd nn vd esa bdhyamabhyantaram vd veda ’' etc. 
as well as like, 

“ Na ha vai sa-s’artrasya priyd-priyayorapahatir asti, 
as'ariram vd vasantam priyd-priye na spris'atah ” etc. ' 

You have not grasped the real meaning of these sentences. 
According to you, the interpretation of the firsf sentence is 
this ; — The all-pervading Soul, which being free from attributes 
like sattva, rajas, and tamas, is never bound by the clutches 
of papa and punya, nor does it proceed further. Since there 
is absolute handhdbhdva, this ( Soul ) can neither be detatched 
from karma, nor can it relieve the other from the bandhas. 
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It knows neither the external attributes like pride etc. 
nor does it recognize its own internal self, on account of jhdna 
being the property of prakriti which is acetana here. So, the 
statements such as stated above, assert the absolute ahhdva of 
bandha and mokm between jtva and Karma. 

On the other hand, sentences such as, “ na ha vai ” etc., 
would mean quite the reverse ( according to you ). They assert 
that there is no abhdva of priya^ and a—priya, to one having 
saHra^ while the a-sartri dtman is never touched by them. 
Since the external, as well as, internal anddi sariras are 
samtdnayukta, the samsdrl Jivas are not deprived of the 
experiences of sukha and duhkha, while the a-s'artri dtman is 
never touched by sukha and duhkha on account of the absolute 
ahhdva of its Karana^ the Karman. Thus, these Vedapadas 
are inclined to assert the existence of handha and moksa. 

Such sentences have given rise to your doubt, which is 
not at all proper. Your interpretation of the sentences is 
not correct. I, therefore, give you their real interpretation. 
Please listen carefully — 

a i 

^ ^ nw ^ ^ ftai ? ii’iH'sii (tcoH) 

Tam mannasi jai bandlio jogo jivassa kammuna samayam i 
Puwam paccha jivo kammam va samam va te hojja ? ti257n (1805) 

I 

hS ^ ? II II ( ) 

Tvam manyase yadi bandho yogo jtvasya karmanil samakam » 
Purvam paScajjivah karma va samam va te bhavetam ? || 267 II ] 

Trans . — 257 If you believe that bandha is the union of 
jiva with Karma, will the jlva be produced first and then 
Karma, or Karma be produced first and then jlva, or both 
together ? { 1805 ) 
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n ’ 5i% =5r 5T wimm i 

W* ^ I ^ SF^ ^f?[ 

^TN %TJ q ^T 2 I 

^cTJ fl sft^: 'i^Tg[ 

^ iiT'if m ^ 2 'r^^^rOiir 11 

^H's II II 

B. 0 . — ^If, O long-lived Mandika, you believe that bandha 
means the contact of jiva with Karma,, consider whether that 
contact is adiman or adirahita. If it is adiman there will be 
three alternatives: ( 1 ) Jtva will be produced first and then 
Karma or ( 2 ) Karma will be produced first and then jtva or 
( 3 ) both of them will be produced simultaneously. 

Refuting the first alternative, the author states : — 

H W.^ l^T I 

Na hi puvvamaheuo kharasarigam vayasambhavo jiitto i 
Nikkaranajayassa ya nikkaranau cciya vinaso n 258 II ( 1806 ) 

[ ^ %W* I 

Na hi ptirvamahetoh kharasrihgamivatmasambhavo yuktah l 
Niskaranajatasya ea niskaranaka eva vina^ah ii 258 || ( 18,06 ) ] 

Trans.~Z5S Like kharasringa, Ihe production of Soul is 
not justified on account of the absence of hetu. And that 
which is born without any cause, has its end ( also ) without 
any cause. ( 1806 ) 

2t5RT- 'it sftfj ll 
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^ ^«rr ^zh ^ 

^^iif^Rr II ^H<: II ( ) II 

D, G. — ^According to the first alternative stated above, j\va 
is born first and then Karma. Now since Karma is the hetu 
of jtvas, the production of jiva is totally unjustified like the 
production of khara-s'rihga on account of its a~hetuktva. For, 
that which has no hetu, is never produced like khara-srihga, 
and that which has already been produced is never nir-hetuka 
as in case of ghata. Moreover, that which is born without 
any cause, has even to meet its end without any end. 

Proceeding further the author argues — 

aifWISOlTf ftqr fit f^sER>nfit ^ ^iwfitfit fi 1 

3if ^?vi3it fit, ft Ctftf H gfit II II 

Ahava’nai cciya so nikkaranao na kammajogo se I 

Aha nikkaranao so, mukkassa vi hohii sa bhujjo Ii259ii (1807) 

Athava’nadireva sa niskaranako na karmayogastasya I 

Atha niskaranah sah muktasyapi bhavisyati sa bhtiyah Ii259l|(1807)] 

Trans. — 259 Or, that ( soul ) being anadi, may be beyond 
any cause, and ( hence ) have no connection with Karma. If 
it were beyond any cause, it might have belonged to a mukta 
being also. ( 1807 ) 

^5RI-3r«r %g; ’l5TTR*ITs;iirf^q5r^%;ir itcT, fl 
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cT^sr 

II W II ( ) II 

D. G . — Mandihct: — Existence of soul has already been 
established from times immemorial before Karma, was produced. 
It is, therefore, useless to consider whether its production is 
sa~1ietuka or nir-hetuka. 

Bhaga/vdn : — In that case, 0 Mandika ! on account of its 
causelessness, dtman will have no bondage with Karma as it 
has no bondage with dkds'a. 

Mandika: — ^No, in spite of its causelessness, the soul is 
in contact with Karma. 

Bhagavdn: — Then, it will be attached to a mukta ( liberated ) 
being also. Thus, one that has already been liberated from 
the worldly bondages, will again come into those bondages on 
account of the common property, vizi'^niskdranatd belonging to 
both of them. 259 ( 1807 ). 

ftsr ^ ^ ? i 

51 usft ii ii (?««<) 

Hojja sa niccamukko bandhabhavammi ko va se mokkho ? i 
Na hi mukkavvavaeso bandhabhave mao nabhaso ii 260 il (1808) 

^ ^ (I 11 ( ) 

Bhavet sa nityamukto bandhabhave ko va tasya moksah ? | 

Na hi muktavyapadeSo bandhabhave mato nabhasah ||260ll (1808)] 

Trans. — 260 If it is ever liberated in absence of bondage, 
how will its moksa exist ? For, in absence of bondage, attribute 
of liberation could never be accepted as m the case of Masa. 

( 1808 ) 
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qgj, I 

^4^’ f[% # II II ( ) II 

Z). C. — Mandika : — On account of the ohhdm of Karmayoga, 
this dtman is also nitya-mukta. 

Bhagavan : — If it is so, 0 Mandika, how will m>ksa be 
attributed to it ? For, one that is not susceptible to bandha, 
is never susceptible ” to moksa also, as in the case of dkds’a. 
Moksa can be attributed only to those that undergo handkas. 
The first alternative that jtva is produced first and then Karma, 
is, therefore, not aceeptible. 260 ( 1808 ). 

Now, the other two alternatives-w 2 ., that Karma is produced 
first and j^va afterwards or that both of them are produced 
simultaneously — are refuted as follows 

^ ^ ft g# i 

ft ^ ^ ft ^ 5fft-^iai I 

3% 5rf 55ft ftft^niJniiT ii ii (?<?<>) 

Na ya kammassa vi puvvam kalturabhave samubbhavo jutto | 

Nikkaranao so vi ya taha jugavuppattibhave ya ii261 ii ( 1809) 

« 

Na hi katta kajjam ti ya jugavuppattie jiva-kammanam i 
Jutto vavaeso’yam jaha loe govisananam n 262 ii { 1810 ) 

[ ^ ^ 5Rt[8[tsfq \ 

^sfq ^ IR^?H 

W II II ( ) 
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Na ca karmano’pi piirvam karturabhave samudbhavo yuktah i 
Niakaranakah so’pi ca tatha yugapadutpattibhave ca l|261ii (1809) 

Na hi karta karyamiti ca yugapadutpattau jiva-karmanoh 1 
Yukto vyapade^o’yam yatha loke govisanayoh || 262 ii ( 1810 ) ] 

Trans, — 261-262 It is not appropriate ( to believe ) the 
production of Karma to be first in absence of Karta, nor is it 
so even it it is niskaranaka. In case of both being produced 
simultaneously, the same ( difficulties ) will arise. Moreover, 
in ( case of ) simultaneous production of jlva and Karma, 
designation of karta and karya will not properly fit in as 
found in the propular example of the two horns of a cow. 
( 1809-1810 ) 

^ Sjq ^ << qj ^Rf- 

II II ( ) I! 

D. 0 , — It is not appropriate to accept that Karma is 
produced first and j\va afterwards. For, the production of 
Karma is not possible without jiva, which is the Karta, dt the 
same time. And if that production of Karma is niskdranaka, 
its end will also be nisidranaka. 

It is also not proper to say that jtva and Karma are 
produced simultaneously. Because, in that case also, both 
being nir-hetuka, the same difficulties will arise. 

Moreover, if ^iva and Karma are produced together, they 
will no longer be taken as kan'td and kdrya but like’ the two 
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horns of a cow, they will be taken as twins produced together, 
261-362 ( 1809-1810 ). 

Now, coming to the second alternative at the root, the 
author proceeds : — 

m ft 51 I 

Hojjana^io va sambandho taha vi na ghadae mokkho i 
Jo’nai so'nanto jiva-nahanam va sambandho ti 263 II ( 1811 ) 

II II (Ml) 

Bhavedanadiko va sambandhastathtlpi na ghatate moksah i 
Yo’nfldih so’nanto jtva-nabhasoriva satnbandbah Il263« (1811)] 


Trans.— 262) Or, if the contact ( of jiva with Karma V 
( taken as ) anadika ( without any beginning ), there will 
nothing like moksa. That which is anadi like the contact 
jlva and akaia, is anania ( endless ) also. ( 1811 ) 

?r |s:, m\ 

II Wii( )ii 

D. C . — If the contact of j^va with Karma is cmddika^ it 
should be even ananta like the contact of j%va with sky, and 
in that case there will be no scope for moksa at all. 

f 51 5? JRIf 51 1% I 

gf .^?i3fts5i 51 q 5K^s5f 3ifr goig ii u 
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lya juttie na ghatai suvvai ya suisu bandha-mokkhS tti i 
Tena tuba samsao’yam na ya kajjo’yam jaha sunasu ii264li (1812) 

[ ^TP^rr ^ ^ i 

^ II II ( ) 

Iti yuktya na ghatate Sruyate ca srutisu bandha-moksaviti | 

Tena tava samsayo’yam na ea karyo’yam yatha §riau 1126411 (1812)] 

Trans. — 264 Thus by means of the above-mentioned 
argument, bandha and mo^a do not fit in. Still however, it is 
heard in the Vedas ( that they exist ). This doubt of yours 
— which^is { absolutely ) improper — is due to that. So, listen to 
me ( now ). ( 1812 ) 

1 I II II ( ) IT 

D. 0 . — The arguments advanced by you do not lead one 
to prove the existence of bandha and mohsa as seen above, 
But, since it has already been found in Vedas that they exist, 
your doubt has come into existence, which is totally unworthy 
of you. Now, listen to me. 264 ( 1812 ). 

^ ^ ! #r4-f H'Jif ^ iR^Hii(?<2?^) 

Santano’naio paropparam* heu-heubhavao i 

Dehassa ya kammassa ya Mandiya 1 biyam-kuranam vaii265ll( 18 13) 

[ mm i 

^ 1 5ft5rT-sfi[%f^5r ir^hii ( 

Santano’nadikah parasparam hetu-hetubhavat i 

Dehasya ca karmanasca Mandika I bija’hkurayoriva 1126511 (1813) ] 

Trans.— 265 Since body and Karma are mutually related 
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like seed and sprout as hetii and hetumat, their expansion, 
O Mandika, is anMika. { 1813 ) 

ii R\^ n ( 1» 

D. 0. — The santdna of s'aHra and Karma is anddt 
because both of them are related to each other as hetu and 
hetumat like seed and sprout. On account of this andditva of 
santdna f the argument thaty^va is born first and Karma after- 
wards, will automatically be null and void. 265 ( 1813 ). 

Atthi sa deho jo kammakaranam jo ya kajjamannassa | 
Kammam ca dehakaranamatthi ya jam kajjamannassa ||266|| (1814) 

^ II II ( ) 

Asti sa deho yah karmakaranam yasca karyamanyasya | 

Karma oa dehakaranamasti ca yat karyamanyasya || 266 II (1814)] . 

Trans. — 266 The body is such that it becomes the cause 
of ( one ) Karma, and effect of another, while Karma is also the 
cause of (one ) body, and the effect of another. (1814) 

m ^t§^i i 

3rif-^3 
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5T ? II II ( ^C\2 ) II 

D. C.— Some deha is such that it serves as the cause 
of some future actions, while it itself has already been 
the effect of some past actions. The Karma in turn also 
serves as the cause of some body to come, while it has, itself 
been the effect of some other body in the past. Thus, in this 
unadi samsdra the santuna of deha and Karma is also anddi 
as it never stops to rest, 

Mandika: — But it is quite irrelevant to establish the 
andditva of Karma-santdna. For, the point is to establish the 
existence of handha, and moha 

Bhagavdn : — It is not so, O Mandika ’ “Kriyate iti Karma'’* 
that which is accomplished is action. So, an unaccomplished 
action is never possible. In the accomplishment of Karma, 
its hdrana is nothing but handha, and hence the significance 
of establishing the andditva of Karma-santdna. 

Mandika If that which has been accomplished is Karma, 
who is the kartd of this deha'i 266 ( 1814 ). 

The Bhagavdn replies — 

^ i%r fl m 

[(^atta jivo kammassa karanao jaha ghadassa ghadakaro 1 
Evam ciya dehassa vi kammakaranasambhavau tti ii 267 h(1815) 

4 •> 

iR^'s ii ( ) 

Karta jivah karmatiah karanato yatha ghatasya ghatakarah | 
Evameva dehasyapi karmakaranasambhavaditi || 267 II ( 1815 )] 
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Trans. — 267 Just as fiva happens to be the karta of 
karma as potter ( is ) of ghata by virtue of its instrumentality, 
so also, ( it becomes the karta ) of deha by virtue of karma 
as (its) instrument. ( 1815) 

II II ( Ui \ ) II 

D, G . — Just as potter is called the karta of ghata because 
he is accompanied by various ka/ra'tms such as danda etc , the 
Soul will also be called the karta of deha by reason of its 
being accompanied by Karma as the karana. 267 ( 1815 ). 

Here, again, the opponent’s view is stated and refuted — 

M 

^ 50x1 % ir^cii(k?^) 

Kammam karanamasiddham va te mai kajjao tayam siddham | 
Kiriyaphalao ya puno padivajja tamaggibhui vva ii268u (1816) 

Karma karanamasiddham va tava matih karyatastat siddham j 
Knyaphalatasea punah pratipadyasvatadagnibhutiriva||268|i(1816)} 

Trans.— 26S Or, ( it may be ) your belief that Karma 
cannot be proved as karana) but it has been proved by (the 
help of ) Imrya. Moreover, like Agnibhuti ( you should ) accept 
it by reason of kriydphala also.»( 1816) 
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5T I \ ^RTf^T%^Tt, %^JTRSgf^?n^qt^T^, 

. f'5^rTf^T%qT?r^, ^^ ^tht ^ l 
5rf^’Tii^^T% II R^c 11 (MR) 

D. C. — Mandtka : — Since hamia is at^ndriya ( beyond the 
perception of sense-organs ) it can never be taken as karana, 

Bhixgavun : — It is not so. Since s'artra is susceptible to 
production like ghata, it must have some ha/rana to bring its 
existence This karana is Karma itself Or, say, there must 
be some karana between Kartd like dtman and Kdrya like 
s'arira as in the ease of ghatakura and ghalM. And this can 
be nothing else but Karma. This shows that Karma can be 
brought about even by the help of Kdryas like s'artra. 
Moreover, Kdryas like dana etc which are inspired by fruit 
are also fruitful like Kriyds such as kHsi etc. So, like Agniblmti, 
you, too, 0 Mand%ka ! shall have to admit the existence of 
Karma. 268 || ( 1816 ) || 

In reply to the assertion that a hay^dha which is anddi 
is ananta also the author states — 

Jam santano’nai tenananto’vi nayameganto i 

Disai santo vi jao katthai biyam-kurainam ii 269 ii ( 1817 ) 

[ #?rT^s;iTf^#^R-dsfq I 

^5rT-sf5[T^Rq; iR^'^ii ( M^) 

Yat santano’nadistenSnanto’pi nayamekantah | 

Dpisyate sannapi yatah kutrapi bija’-nkuradinam I) 269 |l ( 1817 )] 

Trans, — 269 An expansion which has no beginning, 
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cannot exclusively be called endless also. For, the expansions 
such as that of seed and sprout etc. though void of beginning 
are sometimes found { as having ends ) also. ( 1817 ) 

sfq’^ # 

4)wT-5pT^;!r ii ( ) 

D. (7.— -There can never be an exclusive rule that the 
anddi santdna of jiva and Karma combined together is ananta 
also. For, in some cases, the santdna does come to an end 
inspite of its andditva e. g. the santdna of seed and sprout. 

Also, 

fsfi ^ iRvs«»n 

Annayaramanivvattiyakajjam biyam-kurana jam vihayam i 
Tattha hao santano kukku4i-andaiyanam ca ll 270 ii ( 1818 ) 

[ 3r??rg^^i^4fl^^r4 ^"tsri-sf T%gq; I 

^ \\ ii ( \cU ) 

Anyataradanirvartitakaryam bija-hkurayoryad vihatam | 

Tatra hatah santanah kukkutya’-ndadikanam ca li 270 I) (1818)] 

Wi: ^'^aTt-W^^5fT?frS0TTf T% I 

Jaha veha kancano-valasanjogo’naisantaigao vi > 

Vocchijjai sovayam taha jogo jiva-kammanam ii 271 ii ( 1819 ) 

[ ^5!IT If I 

fossil itm 4tqt iR's?ii iM%) 

Yatha veha kancano-palasamyogo’nadisantatigato’pi | 
Vyavacchidyate sopayam tatha yogo jiva-karmanoh ||27lW (1819)] 
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Trans. — 270-271. When either of seed and sprout is 
destroyed without having accomplished the { desired ) effect, 
its Santana is also destroyed. The same is the case with a 
hen and its eggs also. Or, just as the contact of gold with 
stone though continued in succession through times immemorial, 
is cut off, in the same way, the contact of fiva with Knrma 
( is also cut off ). ( 1818-1819 ). 

4 

I ^ T%r- 

^ 1 qsiT 

m sftf- 

?r% ^ ii ii ( ) 

J). Q, — If either of Mja and ahhura vanishes without 
accomplishing the desired effect, the same will be true in case 
of hen and its eggs as well as father and son also. Or, just 
as the contact between gold and stone could be removed by 
means of the heat of fire inspite of its anaditva, the contact 
between and Karma could also be brought to an end 
by means of tapas, samyama etc., until ultimately the mdksa 
is attained. || 270-271 ( 1818-1819 ) || 

Anticipating the opponent’s objection at this juncture, the 
author proceeds — 

T% W 3Tf ^ ? 1 

^ ^ 1 1% 5fT T%^nRvaH(?c«<o) 

I^T T%r ^ I 

T% ? IRVS^Il 

To kim jiva-nahana va aha jogo karicano-valanam va ? i 
Jivassa ya kammassa ya bhannai duviho vi na viruddho u272«( 1820) 
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Padhamo’bhavvanam ciya bhavvanara karicano-valanam va i 
Jivaite samanne bhavvo’bhavvo tti ko bheo? u 273 ii ( 1821 ) 

^ ^ fkw* iR^^ii 

5r«r^s¥rs^T:fr%^ i 

* ?rRT?^ 5T55|tsW5’T |T% # %?ft ? II I! 

Tatah kiru jiva-nabhasorivatha yogah kahcano-palayoriva ? 
Jivasya ca karmanas'ca bhanyate dvi-vidho’pi na viruddhah it 272 n 

Prathamo’bhavyanameYa bhavyanam kaheano-palayoriva | 
Jivatve samanye bhavyo’bhavya iti ko bhedah n 278 ii ( 1821)] 

Trans.— 272-273 “ Then, does the union of Jiva and karma 
resemble the union of jlva and nabhas ? Or, is it similar to 
that between gold and stone ? ” “ Union in both the ways will 
not be contrary. The first belongs to the inauspicious only; 
( contact ) of the auspicious resembles ( the one ) between gold 
and stone.” “What is the distinction between auspicious and in- 
auspicious when the state of existence is common?” (1820-1821). 

JTT%T?rR| 1 1 «T’^='i^s^TrR-fi-grsR^- 

'RmVf ^ sr^spfts^Tn^R^qts^is^iRr 5 : 55 ^: 1 

!ERT^sfq ¥r5?TT-S¥[5q- 

^TraR#%, ^feR^T TT 5 

^ f^^rKf^ciT ?, ^ 11 11 ( ) 11 

Z). 0. — Mandika: — Should the ancidi contact of jtva with 
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Karma be taken, as anarda like that between jiva and nahhas 
or as sdnta like that between ofold and stone ? 

Bhagavdn: — It is possible in both ways. It is found as 
midd% and ananta in case of inauspicious objects, but in case 
of auspicious objects like gold and stone, it is found as anddi 
and sdnta. 

Maridika:~'E.ovf could you distinguish between auspicious 
and inauspicious when the state of existence is the same 
everywhere ? 

Moreover, it cannot be argued that just as the experiences 
of hen and animal life are different from each other even if 
the state of existence is the same m both, so, also, the 
distinction between hhavya and a-bhavya is possible, because, 
the ndraka experiences etc, are produced on account of Karma 
and are not svdhhdvtka. 

ft:? ^ Mf 1 f I 

H6u jai kammakao na viroho naragaibheu vva I 

Bhanaha ya bhavva’bhavva sabhavao tena samdeho ii274h ( 1 822) 

^nirsf ^ iRvs^iK 

Bhavatu yadi karmakrito na virodho narakadibheda iva | 
Bhanatha oa bhavya’bhavyan svabhavatastena satadehah ii 274 I) 

Trans . — 274 If the distinction is caused by karma as in 
the case of hellish experience etc., there is no objection. But 
when you say that they are auspicious and inauspicious by 
their ( very ) nature, the doubt does arise. ( 1822 ) 

5ftwnT- 
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5T 1 ** %fn m% 

II w II ( ) II 

D. O. — Mandiha : — If you accept that the distinction 
between bhavya and a-hhavya is also harma-jcmita ( like that 
between hen and animal life ) I have nothing to say, but 
when you take their distinction to be svahhavika, I raise the 
doubt II 274 ( 1822 ) ii 

Explaining the real cause between bhavya and a-hhavya 
the author replies: — 

If % gi I 

5T3Tr =5rf, 

Davvaitte tulle jiva-nahanam sabhavao bheo i 
Jiva’jivaigao jaha, taha bhavveyaraviseso it 275 ii ( 1823 ) 

[ 5^ 5f)fsr-5RHT^: I 

irvsmi 

Dravyaditve tulye jiva-nabhaso svabhavato bhedah | 
Jiva’jivildigato yatha, tatha bhavyetara-vis’esah |l 273 II ( 1823 )] 

Trans. — 275 Just as in ( case of ) Jiva and nabhas the 
natural distinction of living and lifeless does exist even in 
( the midst of ) the common element of ( their being ) dravya 
etc., in the same way, the distinction of auspicious and inauspi- 
cious is also natural. ( 1823 ) 

?T% II W II ( URl ) 

D. O. — Although jtva and okas' a possess the common 
properties like dravyatva, sattva ( existence ), prameyatva 
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( destruetibility ) jheyatva ( cognizibihty ) etc., distinction such 
as that of jiva and a-jtva etc , does exist by its very nature. 
Similarly, in case of jivas also, even though jivalva is common, 
the distinction of bhavya and abhccvya remains there as a 
natural consequence. || 275 ( 1823 ) II 

The pupil objects to this view thus — 

ft# nftw VI ftfift iis^vs^ii 

Evam pi bhavvabhavo jivattam piva sabhavajaio | 

Pavai nicco tammi ya tadavatthe natthi nivvanam ii276ii (1824) 

ir®^ii { M > i ) 

Evampi bhavyabhavo jivatvamiva svabhavajatiyah | 

Prapnoti nityastasmin^ca tadavasthe nasti nirvanam ii276ii (1824)] 

Trans. — Zlb Even in that case, the quality of ( being ) 
auspicious being natural like jivatva, will become everlasting; 
and if it is so, there will be no ( scope for ) final liberation 
( at all ). ( 1824 ) 

^ (I II ( ?<;^» ) 

D. C . — If the quality of hhavyatva is svahhavika as jivatva, 
as said above, it will become everlasting like jivatva also. 
Consequently, in the midst of everlasting hhavyctbhdva, there 
will be no scope for moksa at all |i 276 ( 1824 ) |i 

The author refutes this argument as follows: — 


4a 
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T^T r% ’nr q;# i 

T%RnR ^ ^rnr ? ir'sv3»(?<s(h) 

Jaha ghadapuvvabhavo’naisahavo vi sanihano evam i 

Jai bhavvattabhavo bhavejja kiriyae ko doso ? ii 277 ii ( 1825 ) 

^ ii ^vsvs li ( ) 

Yatha ghatapurvabhavo’nadisvabhavo’pi sanidhana evam i 
Yadi bhavyatvabhavo bhavet kriyaya ko dosah || 277 II (1825) ] 

Traits. — 277 What harm is there if the ( previous ) abhava 
of auspiciousness is possessed of end, like the previous non- 
existence of ghata inspite of its being ariadi by nature ? ( 1 825) 

«iri%^'nn^sR5r; 

II W II ( UR\ ) 

D. C. — The previous non-existence of ghata comes to an 
end, when ghata is actually produced. Similarly, there is no 
harm if we assume that the abhava of hhavyatva comes to an 
end, when the hhavytva is actually brought into existence by 
the process of perception II 277 ( 1825 ) || 

mm ftn n ^ \ 

ftn R T%%|r f¥n^’:qT%R%’n iirv^^u 

Anudaharanamabhavo kharasangam piva mai na tarn jamha | 
Bhavo cciya* sa visittho kumbhanuppattimettenam ||278ii (1826) 

nR n mst n ii ( ) 

Anudaharaiiabhavah kharasringamiva matirna tad yasmat | 

Bhava eva sa vi^istah kumbhanutpattimatrena ii 278 ii ( 1826 ) ] 
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Trans. — 278 ( You may believe that ) like kharasrihga^ 
this is no ( good ) example. But it is not so. That is nothing 
but bJiava distinguished by the non-production o\ ghata. (1826) 

i wr >3r?rT?r1 

II R\sc II ( ) 

D. O. — Mandxhxi - — Like Tcharasrihga previous non-existence 
cannot be taken as a right illustration, because like khar'asrihga 
it is non-existent on account of its ahhdvarupata. 

Bhagavdn\ — It is not so. The previous abhdva of ghata is 
itself hhdva. The only difference found in it is that, at this 
stage the production of ghata has not yet been brought about 
from the mass of earth, which has served as its karana from 
times iinmorial ii 277 ( 1826 ) ii 

1^# m 1% I 

Evam bhavvuccheo kot^hagarassa va avacau tti i 

Tam nanantattanao’nagayakalam-baranam van 279 n ( 1827 ) 

Evam bhavyocchedah kostagarasyevapacaya iti | 

Tad nanantatvato’nagatakala-mbarayoriva || 279 || ( 1827 ) ] 

Trans. — 279 Similarly, it is not ( correct ) { to believe ) 
the culmination of the auspicious to be similar to the diminution 
of granery on account of ( its ) endlessness like the time to 
come or ‘sky. ( 1827 ) 
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T%[%lT?T^rfC ^^«lIN=^1[’Ef?rTH^^ 

#gmT#sr 

3r^?<RsrT^ ^rsjT^T^:, i if n\ ^f- 

#^-#?R?r^FTSf=^^iFT7r?Tf7 JTt^SST^, srf^- 

f^q^!iriqfT^'inq=q'tq?rr?rj i ^ ^ 

II W II ( UR'^ ) II 

D. G. — Mandika : — If the uccheda of hhavya jivas is 
accepted, this world will gradually be deprived of them. 
Ultimately there will be no hhavya jiva existing in the world. 
For just as a granary of corn, is being exhausted day by day 
by the gradual decrease of corn, this world will also be losing 
one bhavyn jiva at least at the end of say, six months, when 
he will be attaining moksa, until ultimately the world will be 
void of hhavya jivas. 

Bhagavdn : — Your argument is fallacious, 0 Mandika. 
The number of hhavya jivas is as endless as the time to come 
or sky, and hence its absolute Viccheda should never be feared. 

*3:^t ST'n^^T’TF (I {\ ( Ic^c ) 

rFf%^ T%^r l^T ^ tI Hf I 
l^T ?T ?Ff 

^WIRIToi^^qTITOTrr^T^ft ^ T%f g# 1% I 
^i55F3[3TrwiiF%’pr! ^rf 

Jam catita’nagayakala tulla jao ya samsiddho | 

Ekko anantabhago bhavvanamaiyakalenam ti 280 ll ( 1828 ) 
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Essenam tattiu cciya jutto jam to vi savvabhavvanam i 
Jutto na samuccheo hojja mai kahaminam siddham? Ii281n(1829) 

Bhavvanamanantattanantabhago va kiha mukko sim i 
Kaladao va Mandiya ! maha vayanao va padivajja ii 282 ii ( 1830 ) 

ll ii ( ) 

^ T%3:5q; || rc \ \\ ’ 

Yaccatita’nagatakalau tulyau yats’ca samsiddhah l 
Eko’nantabhago bhavyanamatitakalena ll 280 || ( 1828 ) 

Esyata tavaneva yukto yat tato’pi sarvabhavyanain i 

Yukto na samucchedo bhaved matih kathamidam siddham ? ||281|| 

Bhavyanamanantatvamanantabhago va katham va mukta esam 1 
Kaladaya iva Mandika ! mama vacanad va pratipadyasva ii282n] 

rm«s— 280-281-282 Since the times-past and future- 
are similiar, an infinitesimal part of the auspicious which has 
already been liberated in the past will meet liberation in 
future also. It is not proper therefore to believe in { complete ) 
destination of all auspicious ( creatures ). ( It may be asked ) 

“ How is it proved ? Or, how is the endlessness or infinitesimal 
part of the auspicious ( creatures ) liberated ? ” “ Like Kala etc. 
Or, O Mandika, take it ( for granted ) on my word. ” ( 1828- 
1829-1830 )’ 



•I 334 ;• 


Jinabhadra Gani’s 


[ The sixth 


^ ^qiiFTfq 

TO ^i^-sr^TRr g??iR5fTm^ ^ri^sr ? i 

gwt5??^-^Rr--ss^wr?^T 

^ ^T55T-SS^T^qtf^^ H ^%Tpi52^ IR 5r%'T?r=^f, 

Jis:=^TO ^ II II 

( ) 

D. C.~Kb the time, whether past or future is the same 
throughout, the infinite number of hhavya jivas, or a portion 
of them attains moksa during past as well as future times in 
equal proportion The uocheda of all hhavya jivas is, therefore, 
not acceptible. 

Mandika: — But how is it proved that the hhavyas are 
ananta and their anantabhdga attains moksa at all times ? 

Bhagavdn: — They are antanta like kdla and dhds'a. Even 
if infinite number of hhavyas passes away to moksa^ they 
remain endless for ever like kdla and dhds'a. Rely upon my 
word, 0 Mandtka, and accept it. ii 280-282 ( 1828-1830 ) || 

If it is asked “ How could it be taken as true merely on 
your words ? ” the answer is — 

ftf ?SIW^cg[ Him I 

ft 5^Si3- ^H3TT 

Sabbhuyaminam ginhasu maha vayanao’vasesavayanam va i 
Sawannutaio va janayamajjhatthavayanam va ii 283 1| ( 1831 ) 

Mannasi kiha savvannti savvesim savvasanisayaccheya i 
Ditthanfabhavammi vi pucchau jo samsao jassa ii284|| (1832) 
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[ ^fTir i 

ii ii ( U^O 

fSP^T^T^sfq m iUA^) 

Sadbhutamidam gfibana madvacanadavas’e^vaoaaamiva | 
Sarvapatadito va jiiayakamadhyasthavacanamiva || 283 ii ( 183 1 ) ] 

Manyase katbam sarvajnah sarvesam sarvasamiayacchedat i 
Dpstantabhave’pi pjicchatu yah samsayo yasya || 284 jj ( 1832 ) ] 

Trans. — 283-284 Like all other statements or like the 
statement of an impartial observer, take it as a fact from my word, 
because of my omniscience. ( If ) you question “ How am 1 to 
be omniscient ? ” ( The reply is that ) 1 am Omniscient because 
I remove the doubts of all. Even in absence of ( proper ) 
examples, one who entertains doubts may ask-me. (1831-1832) 

f # I 5 sr^t- 

I 3i^)=5?T^-.f^H5r |gT?5T?^7Srji ? 1 
gf^^IT^sfq f| ^ g g 

D. C. — Bhagavdn; — Take everything that I speak to be 
authentic, because I am sarvajna and vUardga. 

Mand%ka\ — On what ground are you to be called snrvajna f 

Bhagavdn: — am sarvajna because I remove the doubts of 
all. Even though it is not necessary to cite an example in this 
connection, one who entertains doubts may put a question so 
that he may be convinced of my sarvoynaiva. 283-284(18^1-1832) 
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Also, 

T% g'JT 5TT m ST 3: ST^IT^B I 

^r TTl^S^l f^^TTT HT ^ 

Jaha va sa eva pasana-kanagajogo viogajoggo vi i 
Na vijujjai savvo cctya sa vijujjai jassa sampatti II 287 ti (1835) 

K^im puna ja sampatti sa joggasseva na u ajoggassa i ■ 

Taha jo mokkho niyama so bhavvanam na iyaresim ||288|| (1836) 

^ ^ 

^ ^ ^isqRr ) 

Yatha va sa eva pasana-kanakayogo viyogayogyo’pi | 

Na viyujyate sarvam eva savjyujyate yasya sampraptihn287 11(1835)} 

Kim punarya sampraptih sa yogyasyaiva na tvayogyasya i 
Tatha yo mokso niyamat sa bhavyanam netaresam ||288|| (1836)} 

Trans. — 287-288 Just as the contact between stone and 
gold, though susceptible to separation, is not separated, only 
those that have reached attainment aie separated. Similarly, 
moksa which is laid down as a rule belongs only to bhavyas 
and not to others. ( 1835-1836 ) 

I f% 5?r5 ? 
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\\ Rc^-^€6 II ( ) II 

D. 0 . — Although the contact between gold and stone is 
susceptible to separation, it can never be applied to all as a 
general rule. Because, only that which secures necessary 
conditions for separation is separable. 

Moreover, these necessary conditions which cause the 
separation, act only upon those that are worthy of separation 
and not upon others. The same is the case with niokm. The 
attainment of moksa is possible for bhavyas only, and not for 
ob-hhavycts even if they possess necessary conditions. This is 
the distinctive feature between hhavya and a-bhavya I) 287-288 
( 1835-1836 ) u 

R irf ^ ^ R^STT I 
f¥rft'TTmRT%fr VTT^T T%R ^ 

K^ayagaimattanao mokkho nicco na hoi kumbho vva i 
No paddhamsabhavo bhuvi taddhamma vi jam nicco u289ll { 1837) 

Anudaharanamabhavo eso vi mai na tarn jao niyao | 
K,umbhavinasavisittho bhavo cciya poggalamao ya ii290(i (J838) 

^ II (I- ( ) 

II II ( ) 

KritakSdimattvad mokso nityo na bhavati kumbha iva i 
No pradhvamsabhavo bhuvi taddharmapi yad nityah ||28©|| (1837) 
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Atiudaharanamabhava eso’pi matirna tad yato niyatah I 
Kumbhavinasavisisto bhava eva pudgalamaya^ea II 290 ii (1838)] 

Trans. — 289-290 “ Like kumbha, moksa is not nitya on 
account of its artificiality etc. ” It is not so. Because, 
indestructibility is everlasting on this earth inspite of its 
( possessing ) that property. “ ( But ) this negation is void of 
example also. ” That is not true. Destruction of kumbha is 
definite and ( hence ) ( its ) positiveness is distinguished by 
means of padgalas. ( 1837-1838 ) 

1 

T%% I 

T%-r^^Tsfq 

DT^^I f^I%J 

OIRR I II || 

II ( ) II 

D. C. — Manuka — Moksa is not mtya but it is a-nitya like 
ghata as it is artificial and adiman in character like ghata. 

Bliagavdn : — ^It is not so. The hetu advanced by you 
applies to the vipaksa as well, and hence it is anaikdntika. 
The pradhvamsahhdva^ in case of ghata^ for example, is mtya 
inspite of its being kritaka. For, if it were a-mtya, objects 
like ghata should have been born in the same form. 

Mar^%ka : — But since pradhvar(isdbhdva is negative in 
character, you will not be able to cite an example 'based on it. 

Bhagavdn ; — It is not negative, 0 Mandtka ! but positive in 
character. The definite forms of pvdgalas found at the 
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destruction of ghata is nothing but pradhvamsahhava. The 
example cited is, therefore, quite proper to the occasion. The 
same is the case with moksa also. Mohsa will never be called 
a-mtya even if it is believed to possess the properties like 
hritahatva. II 289-290 ( 1837-1838 ) t| 

Or, say, Mokta is not kritaha at all on account of the 
following reason: — 

Kim vegantena kayam poggalamettavilayammi jivassa | 

Kim niwattiyamahi)'’am nabhaso ghadamettavilayammi ? ll 291 ll 

1% ? ii ) 

Kim vaikantena k^itam pudgalamatravilaye jtvasya i 

Kim nirvartitamadhikam nabhaso ghatamatravilaye ?u291|| (1839')] 

Trans— 29\ “ At the destruction of mere pudagalas, 

how is jiva alone to be affected ? ” “ At the destruction of 
mere ghata, how is sky affected all the more? ” ( 1839 ) 

trq 

? i srq q 

fwqi% m% 1% 
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%g; I qjrlfirT^i 

f^^r^TT^, ^E^OTT 

I ^ 

RR ^r I ^srfk^TRRt^ ^4- 

^^TR f^RIRR^'TRTRf^ W R%\ II ( ) II 

D. C. — Bhagavan : — Since Mohsa is nothing but the sepa- 
ration of Soul from Karma-pudgalas, it cannot be artificial 
at all. When Karma is being separated from jiva^ how is 
Atma to be affected to render the Mohsa a-n%tya \ 

Mandiha : — The separation of soul from Karma is hritaka 
owing to its kriyamdnatvd. The Mohsa is, therefore, hritaka 
and a-mtya too. 

Bhagavan-. — When ghata is destroyed by means of hammer 
etc. the sky is not at all affected. In the same way, when 
Karma is destroyed, j\va will also remain unaffected. It is not, 
therefore, proper to believe that Mohsa is hritaka and a-nitya. 

Mand'iha ; — Karma being destructible like ghata, like ghata 
it is hritaka also. Now since Mohsa is nothing but the 
destruction of all Karmas, it is also hritaka and hence a-nitya also. 

Bhagavan-. — ^Your argument is absolutely false, 0 Mandiha ' 
Existence of sky persists even if ghata is destroyed The 
destruction of ghata is not hhinna from dhds'a, but at the 
same time dhas'a is not affected by it also, since it is everlasting. 
Similarly in case of Karma also, although the destruction of 
Karmas is not different from the existence of Soul, the Soul 
is not affected by it on account of its being mtya like ahds'a. 
The Mohsa is, therefore, never hritaka, O Mo/ndika, and never 
a-nitya also, even if it is a-nitya to the extent that all 

objects are a-nitya as far as their dravyatva and paryayas 
are concerned. 
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Mandika : — Since Karma-pudgalas abandoned by jtva in 
a worn-out condition, stay on in this world ( even in that state ) 
why should the Soul separated from Karma, be believed to 
unite with the worn-out Karma, so that, it may be bound by 
a fresh bondage again ? 

Bhagavan ; — Moksa being nitya, 0 Mardika, will again be 
bound by a fresh bondage. II 291 ( 1839 ) ll 

The everlasting nature oimok$am apprehended as follows: — 

So’navaraho vva puno na bajjhae bandhakaranabhava i 
Joga ya bandha-heu na ya te tassasariro hi ll 292 ii ( 1 840 ) 

|i% 11 II ( ) 

So’naparadha iva punarna badhyate bandhakaranabhavat i 
Yogasca bandhahetavo na ca te tasyaSarira iti || 292 || ( 1840) ] 

Trans. — 292 Like an innocent person, it ( L e., Soul ) 
can never be bound ( by bandhas ) as there is no cause for 
bondage. On account of its formlessness, it has no cause 
for bondages. ( 1840 ) 

T[T5r^qts^ 

II II ( ?d«o ) II 

D. G . — In absence of ( any ) cause for ( its ) bandha, like 
an innocent person, the Soul is free from bandha. Unions of 
mind, speech and body etc. are nothing but the causes for 
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( its ) bandha. But due to the cthhava of s'ar^ra etc , a free 
Soul is not able to contain them. So, bandha does not take 
place in absence of samyoga of the multiplication of karmas 
but it depends upon the hetus such as mtthydtva etc. 

Mandika: — Like bandhas, you doubt as to whether that free 
Soul appears in the next life or not. li 292 ( 1840 ) || 

BJiagavdn replies : — 

^ I 

^ ^ H# \\^%\\\ 

Na puno tassa pasui biyabhavadiharikurasseva i 

Biyam ca tassa kammam na ya tassa tayam tao nicco ii293ii ( 1841 ) 

^ ^ ?r ^ ^ II II ( ?<:»0 

Na punastasya prasutibljabhavadihankurasyeva | 

Bijam ca tasya karma na ca tasya tat tato nityah |1293||(1841)] 

Trans. — 293. Like a sprout without seed, it has no birth 
again, since Karma is its seed. It no more belongs to that 
( muktaima ) which in that case, becomes everlasting. ( 1841 ) 

II II ( ) II 

D. C. — Just as a sprout does not grow without seed, the 
muktdtmd does not take any birth in absence of Karma which 
acts as its bija. When muktdtmd is said to have no janma 
( birth ), it goes without saying that he is nitya also. ||293 (1841)11 

Also, 
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rg’^^<Tr3TT ?rt ^ r€t jtsit e i 

?Tf T% # ^TT^^rmTsfr u II 

Davvamuttattanao naham va nicco mao sa dawataya | 
Savvgayattavatti mai tti tarn nanumanao ii 294 ll ( 1842 ) 

[ mt ^ I 

?n3?iRTg[ II ( ) 

Dravyamurtatvato nabha iva nityo matah sa dravyataya I 
Sarvagatatvapattir matiriti tad nanumanat || 294 |i ( 1842 ) ] 

Trans. — 294 By substantiality, it is considered as nitya 
like sky, on account of ( both ) substantiality, as well as, incor- 
poreal nature. The belief that it is all-pervading, is not 
( acceptible ) on account of anumana. ( 1842 ) 

R^ srfdiri i ^iriTrrrdr^ 

Igt I 

I li?fT 

I I ^ i 

mim 3rTr% i ^ 

5[|r?rr?r37T%^f^ ii ) ii 

D. O . — ^Like dkas'a, dtmd is nitya on account of its 
dravyatva as well as a-murtatva. But, it is not appropriate to 
believe that dtmd is all-pervading like dlcds'a. The soul 
is a-sarvagata like potter, on account of its kartntva. For, 
otherwise, it will lose several of its own characteristics like 
hhoktritva, a-dristatva etc. U 294 ( 1842 ) u 

^ vt rag»in^ ?rt ftv ft *ra-«n-f|fTrf v i 

ii ii ( ) 
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Ko va niccaggaho savvam dya vi bhava-bhanga-tthiimaiyam i 
Pajjayantaramettappanadaniccaivavaeso u 295 ll ( 1843 ) 

i 

Ko Va nityagrahah sarvamevapi bhava-bhaiiga-sthitimayam | 
Paryayantaramatrarpanadanityadivyapadesah |i 295 II ( 1843 ) ] 

Trans. — 295 Or, what ( of ) assuming nityata ? Every- 
thing is susceptible to the state of production, destruction and 
existence. Only by the imposition of various methods, attributes 
like transitoriness etc., are designated ( 1843 ) 

q^qqiqqqi i qr iqqs^qqifq- 

qqfqt qqifqq: i 

^qwqfq 5 ^: MiRqqi fq^rs:, f%: 3 :qqfvqqi:, srlrq^q-qrqqTq- 
rqi^q^tqqfqg^, qqr, qqqqqqi%^qqTfqqqqfq,^qqq%?rqqT- 
5[5?i?sr-5ftqvqTRm^?qqfqg^ l g^fsfqqqqfqonfqvqvqT^- 
II II ( ) II 

D. O. — It is useless to insist that a free soul is exclusi- 
vely mtya Attributes like a-mtyata could be indicated by 
means of various methods. Before ghaia comes into existence, 
its form as a lump of earth vanishes and comes into existence 
as a particular shape of earth named ghata, and continues to 
exist in that state after its production also. 

The same is the case with muUatma. The muktatma also 
vanishes as a mundane, comes into existence as mukta and 
continues to be in that state by virtue of its life and utility. 
So, it vanishes at the first time as it is established, comes into 
existen'ce by virtue of its being established at the second time, 
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and continues to be in that state on account of its dravyatva, 
jivatva etc. 

In this way, by means of different parydyas, the attributes 
like Or-nityatd^ are imposed. 

T%f ? i 

Muttassa koVagaso somma I tilogasiharam, gai kiha se ? 
Kammalahuya tahagaiparinamaihim bhaniyamidam « 296 ii (1844) 

g«it5T%«Tf^DTimf^r^T^r%tTfir3[^ii ii (?<v») 

Muktasya ko’vakafeh saumya 1 triloka^ikharam, gatih katham tasya ? 
Karmalaghutatathagatiparinamadibhir bhanitamidain ||296|| (1844)] 

Trans . — 296 What is the resort of the free Soul ? It is 
the end of three worlds. O Saumya / What is the rate of 
its movement ? It is said that the Soul attains moksa at one 
time by { virtue of ) the want of a Karma, as well as, by 
(virtue of) the (natural) tendency of its movement etc. (1844) 

’ I 

f| %gT, »i{%%gT?TT3T- 

5n^r% I ^ 

frg; 

^r«rT 

onflf 5Er?ii^r^qr%, \ 

i m fk 

^ II ? II II ( ) II 


f 
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D. G.—Mandika : — ^Where do the MuMa souls reside ? 

Bhagavan ; — They reside at the end of the three worlds 
O Saumya ! 

Mandiha : — How do jtvas move to such a long distance 
even if they are unaccompanied by Karmas ? All sorts of 
movements of ajiva depend upon Karma,, and hence, how will 
extensive movements such as moving in the sky etc. be 
possible at all ? 

Bhagavan : — O Blessed Mandika ! just as soul attains an 
unprecedented achivement when harma is destroyed, in the 
same way, the soul proceeds with the same movement and 
during the same period ( of time ). 

Moreover, just as gourd, fruit of a castor plant, fire, smoke, 
arrow wafted from a bow etc. make movements by means of 
previous impellations, in the same way, a muhtatmd is also 
able to make movement by means of previous impellations 
etc. II 396 ( 1844 ) ll 

ft 1 gft ^ ftiT^# ? I 

^ mr ftftqrr 

Kim sakkiriyamaruvam Mandiya I bhuvi ceyanam ca kimaruvam ? 
Jaha se visesadhammo ceyannam taha maya kiriya ii297n (1845) 

’ W gfSIT 11 II ( ) 

Kim sakriyamarupam Mandika 1 bhuvi eetanam ea kimarupam ? 
Yatha tasya vi^esadharmascaitanyam tatha mata kriyJt 1129711(1845) 

Trans. — 297 What is movable ( when it is formless ) ? 
And, O Mandika, what is living { when it is formless ) ? Like 
consciousness, movement is also the distinctive characteristic 
Of Soul. J 1845 ) 
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^ JTW fs, ^?r 

?— 5fi i^RlTI 511’:^%, sr^i^^T^, 

3ri^T?5r^f^^ mr* i I ^^^' 

^4 %?f4 5^ic?fT %^^is¥5qnT?il ?-3r^l“ 

q:qr4 qi^ifii, sriqjT^qf^fg i m\ 

5ftq^t^4^q ^r?IRS?^T^fq f^#- 

q«r^{ ^mf^g-, g«rr fqj^ifq Tc^i,-^f^^tq?Tfq ^%q^f4fs^ €i 
^TRt I! II ( ) II 

D, C . — Mandika: — The a-murta ( objects like ) dhds'a and 
Iwla are welknown as mskriya. Then, how did you apprehend 
a formless object like muhtdtmd to be sa~kriya f Since it is 
a-mutra like ahas'a, it should also be nisknya like dhds'a. 

Bhagavdn: — What a-murta object have you seen to be 
saeetana in this world, in order to accept muktdtmd as saoetana f 
Just as dhds'a is acetana on account of its amurtatva, the 
muktdtmd should also be acetana as a rule. Bift it is not so. 
For, although dtmd resembles dhds'a in respect of a-rmrtatva, 
it possesses a distinct characteristic of cetand, within which hriyd 
is also included. So, sa-kriyatva or activeness becomes a distinct 
peculiarity of muktdtmd There is no doubt about it. Ii297 Ilf 1845) 

Or, leaving that distinction of mukta and a-mukta aside, 
it could also be argued that- — 

Kattaittanao va sakkirio’yam mao kulalo vva i 
Dehapphandauao va paccakkham jantapuriso vva Ii298ii (1846) 

[ m ^r%^Tsir mi i 

qr lR'‘^c il ( ) 
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Kartraditvato va sakriyo’yam matah kulala iva | 
Dehaspandanato va pratyaksam yantrapurusa iva ii 298 II (1846)] 

Trans . — 298 Like a potter, it is believed as active on 
account of its being an agent etc, or ( it is active ) like a 
mechanical person, on account of the directly perceptible 
movement of ( its ) body. (1846) 

II II ( ) II 

D. O. — The Soul could be taken as sahriya as a potter 
on account of its hartritva and bhoktritva. Or, it is sahriya like 
a yantra-purusa on account of the pratyahm movements of 
its body |l 298 t| ( 1846 )] 

1% fir JTrT%fi»3r I 
^ TTf II II 

JT ft ^ ItT ll^ooU(?<S\jc) 

Dehapphandanaheu hojja payatto tti so vi nakirie 1 
Hojjadittho va mai tadaruvalte nanu samanam || 299 ii ( 1847 ) 

Ruvittammi sa deho vacco tapphandane puno heu | 
Painiyayaparipphandanamaceyananam na vi ya juttam ii 300 ii 

[ msfq I 

WT IR^^ ii ( ) 

Dehaspandanahetnr bhavet prayatna iti so’pi nakriye | 
Bhavedadyis^ va matistadarupatve nanu samanam I1299II (1847) 
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Rtjpitve sa deho vacyastatspandane punar hetuh I 
Pratiniyataparispaudanamacetananam napi yuktam l|300ll(1848) ] 

Trans. — 299-300 It may be ( your opinion ) that the 
effort ( on the part of Soul ) may be the cause of bodily 
movements. ( But ) even that is not ( possible ) in case of 
motionless { Soul ). Or, ( it may be believed that ) the hetu 
is invisible and resembles it in formlessness. ( If it is said 
that ) by reason of form it is called deha, there should certainly 
be ( some ) reason behind ( its ) movement. But the regular 
movement of lifeless ( objects ) is not justified. ( 1847-1848) 

ST# 1 

SfTttlR ^ I ^ 

? I 

sriRTN 

1 1 mmt ^tsn 

^ I m ? i q?r- 

? I m- 

gflt ^ mm I 

=5rT?qt |pf=5?B, ^i?^ 

1 m mi 

? I %5; I 3r%^v(Ri%^)jgjr^R^?r- 

i ^4f^T%5 mm sirtr^- 

# ^r%^Tsm^r% II R%%-^oo li 

( ) II 

D. 0. — Mcmdika .-—The hetu for movements of a body is the 



•: 353 :• Jinabhadra Gani’s [ The sixth 

effort (on the part ) of Soul and not the hriya. It is, there- 
fore, not proper to take atma to be sakriya. 

Bhagavan: — If the atma is msknya, the effort cannot 
exist into it, and hence it is undoubtedly sakr%ya. What other 
hetu is to be understood in accepting the a-murta effort as a 
hetu for bodily movements ? If it is said that without the 
apekm of another hetu, this effort itself becomes the heiu in 
the deha-spanda the Soul will also be called the hehi of these 
bodily movements. What is the use of intervening prayatna 
in such a case ? 

Mandikoi — There is some invisible hetu in the movements 
of deha, but atma being niskriya cannot act as hetu in those 
movements. 

Bhagavan : — Is that invisible ( hetu ) muHa or a-murta ? 
If a-murta, why not take dtmd as hetu in the deha parispanda 
since it is also a-murta F And if that a-drista is murta, it is 
nothing but kdrmana sarira. Now, if that kdrmana sarira is 
used as the hetu of hdhya sartra, there must be some other 
hetu for the parispandanaoi the above-mentioned kdrmana sartra 
This in turn, will have a third hetu for its par%$panda and 
that a fourth one and so on until ultimately there is complete 
disorder. Again, if it is argued at this stage that the movement 
of an adrista kdrmana sartra is caused by no other hetu than 
its own svabhdva so that there may not be any sort of 
anavasthd, then panspanda of hdhya hartras will also be caused 
by stabhava so that there may not be any sense in assuming 
the adrista kdrmana sartra. 

Mandika: — ^I dont mind if the par%spandia is taken to have 
been caused by svabhdva. 

Bhagavdn:—But it is not reasonable to believe like that. 
The definite type of the parispanda like this is never possible 
in case of acetana objects, because that which is indipendent 
of any o(her hetu is either everlasting or absolutely transitory. 
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The only alternative to accept, therefore, is that atmd which is 
distinguished by harma is the lietu of dehaparispanda and 
hence sakriya also, |i 299-300 || ( 1847-1848 )] 

Hou kiriya bhavatthassa kammarahiyassa kimnimitta sa ? i 
Nanu taggaiparinama jaha siddhattam taha sa vi iiSOlii (1849) 

5T5 mx II II 

Bhavatu kriya bhavasthasya karmarahitasya kimnimittta sa ? 
Nanu tadgatiparinamad yatha siddhatvam tathU sapi u301ii ( 1849) ] 

Trans. — 301 Alright ! “ How is the action of the mundane 
( Soul ) separated from Karma to be accounted for ? “ Cer- 

tainly from their parinama. Just as perfection is attributed 
to it, in the same way, activity is also attributed to it. ” (1849) 

ft? irf, rsfr i 

^x^^ 

Kim siddhalayaparao na gai, dhammatthikayavirahao \ 

So gaiuvagghakaro logammi jamatthi naloe ii 302 ii ( 1850 ) 

^ II II ( ^c\o ) 

Kim siddhalayaparato na gati^ dharmastikayavirahat | 

Sa gatyupagrahakaro loke yadasti naloke || 302 || (.1850 ) ] 

Trans . — 302 Why not the movement ( of Soul ) ( to 
extend ) beyond Siddhalaya ? Because, of the absence of the 
predicament of dharrnastikdya. That being the impeller of motion 
resides in this world, and not in the spiritual world. ( 1850 ) 
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^5T^f^«rr%^5rT^ r%T^T% 5i^i^ 1 1 

3i5ri=5?T^~q^^'t l f ^ 

??T^ irq Mr%, I m 

f^ R^pip^Tpr^TT »T^t, 

I sftfiHf 5s^Rf =^ 

T^gliS^T^sfq g^T^FF^lf ^^i I ^fh ll^oRll(^<iHo) 

D. G. — Mandika : — If muktdtmd were sahriya by virtue of 
its movement, why should it not move beyond Siddhdlaya also ? 

Bhagavan : — It cannot move beyond Siddhdlaya, because 
dharmasUkaya or the predicament of motion does not exist in 
the a-ldka. 

Mandika'. — What of that ? Even if dharmasUkaya does 
not exist in the aloha, muktdma can acceed to it without 
dharmasUkaya, 

Bhagavan: — That is not possible. 0 Mandika. It is the 
predicament of motion that impels muktdma to move. Hence, 
if dharmdstikdya does not exist in the aloha, muktdtmd is 
unable to move towards it || 302 ( 1850 ) 

iG m ?Tf ?T \\\^\\\ 

Logassa tthi vivakkho suddhattanao ghadassa a-ghado vva | 
Sa ghadai cciya mai na nisehao tadanuruvo ii 303 il ( 1851 ) 

g3[g^T: II II ( ?<iHO 

LokasyUsti vipaksah sruddhatvato ghatesyaghata iva I 
Sa ghatadireva matir na nisedhat tadanurupah « 303 || (1851 )] 
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Trans. — 303 As ghata has a-ghata ( as its opposite ) 
loka also has its opposite, because of its etymological distinction. 
The view that it is nothing but ghata etc., is ( also ) not 
( acceptible ). ( For ), by means of negation ( something ) of 
its own kind ( is understood ). ( 1851 ) 

fst, 

m i m ^ ^#s- 

2 1 Tl^T^i^sTr 

t^qr^syq^Toflfq-;, << ^ 

S^qrfq%^ q:qi^# 

I ^ — 

qi qi^ fq^lrql i 

gfsrr irq*t^ i q^Hiit^fqqf ^qi?- 
|fq II \oi n ( ) 

D, C — From the point of view of etymology, just as 
ghata has its opposite ( word ) a-ghata^ loha must also have 
its opposite word a-loJca. It is not justificeable to assume that 
a-loka is also the opposite of ghata, pata etc. By means of 
nisedha something of its own kind is understood. Just as by 
the word a-pandtta a living person having no scholarship is 
meant but not the inanimate objects like ghata and pttta^ so 
here also, by the nisedha of loka, nothing but a-loka should be 
understood. And it has also been said that. 

Nanyuktamiva yuktam vfl yaddhi karyam vidhiyate | 

Tuyladhikarane’ nyasminlloke’pyarthagatis tatha. 
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So, Or-loha alone is the vipaksa of loka || 303 || ( 1851 ) 

^3?r ? 

qr%^^mT^3frs’JTw?^i3T> i 

II II ( w\ ) 

Tamha dhamma’dhamma loyapariccheyakarino jutta | 

Iharagase tulle logo’logo tti ko bheo ? ii 304 ll { 1852 ) 

Logavibhagabhave padighayabhavao’navatthao i 
Samvavaharabbavo sambandhabhavao hojja ii 305 ll ( 1853 ) 

^ %5[j ? II II ( ) 

!TRi5rrgTWT^^s;^cr^5ii^j i 

^s^TcfiTw^rj g^5=«rr«iT5rit ii ii ( ) 

Tasmad dharma-’dharmau lokapariccheda karinau yuktau | 
Itarathaka^e tulye loko’loka iti ko bhedah ? || 304 ii ( 1852 ) ] 

Lokavibhag5bhave pratigbatabhSvato’navasthatah | 
Samvyavahararabhavah sambandhSbhavato bhavet Ii306ii(1853) ] 

7>«/?s.— 304-305 Thus ( predicaments of ) motion and rest 
are employed as the causes of destruction of loka. Otherwise, 
when the sky is common ( everywhere ) how are ' loka ‘ and 
‘ a-loka, ’ ( to be ) distinguished ? In absence of the divisions 
of loka, there will be no reaction and hence no ( scope tor ) 
stability; so also there will be scope for mutual relation as 
there will be no connection ( between them ). ( 1852-1853 ) 
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I ’’ ft ^irf-squfvqT 

^ ^^ftm»TT^Il|sRfgg I^sr nft- 

’TRir^TTHf ^ffsTRT S?[^t:iT ^ ^TRqRRTt^ 

qiTHT^, ^^\ 1^^'Tt ^ \ 

JT’E^lftra ll^o»-^o*^tl 

( ) II 

D. G.-— When the existence of ct-loka is accepted, the 
existence of the predicaments of motion and rest are also 
accepted to exist. Otherwise, akas'a being common everywhere 
loka and a-loka will not be distinguished from each other. 
Thus, wherever the predicaments of dharma and a-dharma 
exist there is loka, and the rest is called a-loka. If there 
were no distinction between loka and a-loka by means of 
dharma and a-dharma, pratighdta of various jivas and 
pudgalas in this world, will not be possible. Consequently, 
there will be no scope for gati and avasthdna to lead them 
to a-loka. Jivas and pudgalas will then become ananta; 
there will be nothing like mutual relation between them, and 
the attributes of handha and moksa will also be no longer 
existing between them || 304-305 1} ( 1852-1853 ) ] 

57 3t| » 

^ ^’fnqRHm'r 

Niranuggahattanao na gai parao jaladiva jhasassa i 
Jo gamananuggahiya so dhammo logaparimano u 306 ll (1854) 

[ ^ 3Tr%J q# 5f^Tf^7 I 

^ »t?i5=rT3#7r ^ il ii ( ) 
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Niranugrahatvad na gatih parato jaladiva jhasasya | 

Yo gamananugrahita sa dharmo loka-parimanah I 18 O 611 (1854)] 

Trans. — 306 Just as the activity of fish does not extend 
beyond water, ( their ) movement also does not extend beyond 
(loka). The predicament of dharnmstikaya which is favourable to 
( their ) movement, becomes the only measuring unit of loka. 
{ 1854 ). 

mm i 

?r ^ ii ii ( ) ii 

D. 0. — Just as fish cannot move out of water as there 
will be no upagrdhaka of their movement, so also, j^vas and 
pudgalas will have no access to the a-loka, as a~loka is not 
favourable to their movement. It is predicament of dharmdstihdya 
which acts as the upagrdhaha of the movements of j^vas and 
pvdgalas, that measures the worth of loka || 306 || ( 1854 ) ] 

jfTOT ^ ii ii 

Atthi parimanakari logassa pameyabhavao’vassam 1 
Nanam piva neyassalogtthitte ya soVassam 11 307 II ( 1855 ) 

{ qRqiorqiT^ i 

Asti parimanakari lokasya prameyabhavato’vasyam | 

Jhanamiva jheyasyalokastitve ca so’vasyam 11 307 II ( 1855 ) ] 

Trans. — 307 Just as jiidna measures the jheya, similarly, 
in the midst of (the existence of) a-loka, it ( i. e., dharnmstikaya) 
also acts undoubtedly as the measuring unit of loka on account 
of its fhiiteness. ( 1855 ) 
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3rsi?ri, rr^5r% ^?qR5RT0T^i^, 

sr^^t^TT^, ^sri ^i5??T^?rT wmdr 

^ 1^:^ ?iifq5iiTt aiTSEig^^f ^rl^iFfm- 

tfi^i JT^pi^ II II (?<:hh) 

D. G . — Since loka is susceptible to measure, it must have 
some sort of measuring unit like^wana, which is the measuring 
unit of the jneya. The measuring unit of loha is dharmasUkdya 
or the predicament of motion which exists only if loka exists, 
and not otherwise. So, in the midst of loha, the avasthdna of 
Siddha or muktdtmd must necessarily be accepted 11307 1| (1856)] 

«rmT3?i ^ ^ wit I 

II ^0^ II ( ) 

Payanam pasattamevam thanao tam ca no jao chatthi l 
Iha kattilakkaneyam katuranatthantaram thanam ii 308 ii ( 1856 ) 

[ m ^ i 

II 11 ( ) 

Patanam prasaktamevam sthanat tacca no yatah sastht 1 
Iha kartrilaksaneyam karturanarthantaram sthanam ||308||(1856)] 

Trans. — 308 “ Falling from ( a fixed ) position is thus 
attributed ( to it ). ” It is not so on account of the genitive 
case which is here used in the sense of Nominative. Location 
is not different from subject in this case. ” ( 1856 ) 

l 1 r%g[- 

I 

mi 51131!^^ mt i % mt 
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^ #s5| ?— %5R?rgr%, ^ 5 ll 

II ( ) II 

D. O—^Mandika: — Sthdna means place of location. So, 
when the place of location of a siddha being is accepted as 
existing, the characteristic of falling from that place should 
also be attributed to it as in the case of Devadatta or a fruit 
falling from the summit of a mountain or tree, as the case 
may be. Everything is bound to fall from the place of its 
location and s%ddha is no exception to it. 

Bhagavam — It is not so. The phrase “ Stddhasya sthdnam ” 
shows that the word “ Siddha ’’ is m the Genitive case used 
in the Nominative sense, “ S%ddhmya sthdnam ” means, there- 
fore, the place where Siddha resides, but it is not different 
from Siddha || 308 || ( 1856 ) 

Or, 

Nahaniccattanao va Ihanavinasapayanam na juttam se i 
Taha kammabhavao punnakkiyabhavao va vi ii 309 ll ( 1857 ) 

[ STT ^ I 

II II ( ) 

% 

Nabhonityatvato va sthanavinasapatanam na yuktam tasya | 
Tatha karmabhavat punah kriyabhavato vapi || 309 || ( 1857 )] 

Trans.— Z09 Neither destruction nor its falling from 
the place of its location is possible on .account of its being 
nitya like akMa, as well as, due to the absence of kriya or 
even for want of Karma. { 1857 ) 
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^ ^ 5 ^:, ^ 

fg: 2 1 m ’i^?nf^T%?TT5KT^'in][^ ^ 

i^: 1?r^%?TT ? ! ^T 

g#; ?ET5[ir ^ I 

^Roir^TRigt^ I Rsrsr^Trsr-^^on-ssrfor-R^^oT- 
Ts:^ % qci^^RT^'ir^ , ^R^T5f5^ JTn%, l^w^rg;, 
fT% i^s^’T qf^^rg; 2 1 # ii ^o<^ n ( icw^ ) \\ 

D. O. — Even if sthdna were taken to be distinct from 
stddha it is not proper to believe that siddha falls from the 
sthdna, which itself is destructible. Since sthdna is n%tya like 
dhds'a, it would never meet destruction. In the process of 
falling, Karma is the essential factor. Now, since muUdtmd is 
free from Karma, the process of falling cannot come into 
existence for want of Karma Moreover, impellation by ones’ 
own efforts, attraction, repulsion and weightiness etc. are also 
important causes of — the ‘patana hnyd, but since all of them are 
absent in muHdtmd, the patana of muhtdtina from its sthdna 
is not possible from that view point also. || 309 n { 1857 ) ] 

Besides, 

T^gmoTTSTT ?r'?rrf i 

Niccathanao va vomainampadanam pasajjejja | 

Aha na mayamaneganio thanaoVassa padanam ti u 310 |i (1.858) 

3r«r ^ ii ii 

Nityasthanad va vyomadinam patanam prasajyeta | 

Atha na matamanekantah sthanadavasyam patanamiti 11310(1858)] 

Trans . — 310 Or, if the fall from permanent abode ( is 
admitted ) the fall of sky will also be caused. And, if that is 
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not admitted, the statement that “ Falling from the place of 
location is inevitable ” becomes uncertain. ( 1858 ) 

iT^5f i 

II II ( ) 

D. (7.— The statement that everything has to fall from 
its sthana is self-contradicting. For the action of falling takes 
place from the avasthana or the abode, and not from the sthana. 
If falling from sthana were believed, the nitya objects like dhds'a 
will also have to meet patana, from their mtya sthdnas. 

On the other hand, if it is not accepted, that falling from 
the place of location is inevitable, willbe>«na*I'ant*fe6 l|310ll (1858)] 

^r^STT T% frt I 

ST ^^4 U \\\ H 

Bhavao siddho tti mai tenaimasiddhasambhavo jutto i 
Kalanaittanao padhamasariram va tadajutfam ii 31 1 il ( 1859 ) 

lUU n ( ) 

Bhavatah siddha iti matistenadimasiddhasambhavo yuktah | 

Kalanaditvatah prathamaSariramiva tadayuktam ||311|| ( 1859 )] 

« 

Trans. — 311 It may be argued that the siddha (is born) 
from the mundane world and hence the production of the first 
siddha is acceptible. But, like the first sarira, that is not 
possible on account of the endlessness of times. 

t%|?r qqi 
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5r#?rg II II 

D. C. — Mandika : — It has already been proved that all 
muktamds are born of this samsdra. Hence, there ought to exist 
some stddha who might be called the first of all the mnktdtmas. 

Bhagavdn : — Your assumption is groundless. jFor like 
bodies, nights, and days, the muktdtmd is also adiman, but 
owing to the endlessness of Kdla, it is not possible to know 
as to who was the first siddha || 311 I1 ( 1859 ) ] 

T%f RT^T i 

^ ?Tmrf 1%^ II II 

Parimiyadese’nanta kiha maya muttivirahiyattao | 

Niyammi va rtanM ditthio vega-ruvammi ii 312 || ( 1860 ) 

5 rT 11 11 ( ) 

Parimitadese’nantah katham mats, murtivirahitatvat | 

Nijake va jhanadayo dristayo vaikarupe II 312 || ( 1860 ) ] 

Trans. — 312 ( Then ) how are the numerous { siddhas ) 
contained in limited space ? ” On account of their formless- 
ness; or like one’s own apprehensions, etc, or like ( numerous ) 
eyes on one form. ” ( 1860 ) 

w 5if^s[5^^5rT7r?5Tf?i i%i-Rr 
srgtTF^, TFm^sfg ^rsiTcr^q^n?!^ 
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%5grs^ki^ ? ir% 

II II ( \<c^.o ) it 

D. C. — Mandika: — The abode of siddhas is liodtod in 
space. How could the numberless siddhas be accomodated in it ? 

Bhagavan. — Siddhas are accomodated even in that limited 
space on account of their a-murtatva, just as a number of 
apprehensions are made upon one object, or just as a number 
of eyes fall upon one dancer, or just as light of numerous 
lamps is accumulated in one room of limited space, the 
Or-murta stddhas are also contained in their limited ksetra. 
When the accumulation of a number of murta splendours of 
lamps in a limited space is possible, why not the collection 
of a-murta siddhas be not possible in the a-murta space ? 

II 312 II ( 1860 ) ] 

gf ^sir i 

Na ha vai sa-sarirasya ppiya-’ppiyavahatirevamainam | 
Veyapayanam ca tumam na sadattham munasi to sarika ii 313 in 

Tuha bandhe mokkhammi ya, sa ya na kajja jao phudo ceva i 
Sa-sarire-yarabhavo nanti jo so bandha mokkho tti Il314ii(1862) 

gorm gg: ii ii ( 

% ^TT ^ I 

5T3 ^ % ifti II II 

Na ha vai sa-4arirasya priya-’priyayorapahatirevamadinsm ! 
Vedapa<Janamcatvamnasadarthammunasitatah^ahkan313ii( 1861 ) ] 
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Tava bandhe mokse ca, sa ca na karya yatah sphute eva | 
Sa-^arire-tarabhavo nanu yah sa bandho moksa iti ||314H'^1862)] 

Trans. — 3 13-314 Ideally speaking, you have not understood 
the real meaning of the sentences of the Vedas such as “ Na 
ha vai sa-sarirasya priyya-priyayorapahatV’ ete, 'and hence 
your doubt as regards bandha and moksa ( has arisen ). That 
doubt should no longer be entertained. For, bandha and 
moksa are nothing but the qualities of having a form and 
formlessness (respectively). ( 1861-1862 ) 

5T 1111% I ^ ?rl*:qr ! r, 

T 1 1 ^ qiirr-ss«iiT- 

tq%q?ir^^Tq«Ttf^qvTiqt%:5rT%qT%: l ?r«iT !^q jk^ 
fqi^ qqiH 

qT3[^TH # I ItiJsfyqfqq^rqT^ %qT^ I 

qf^T?[«ii|sfqjrmqf%^lm I ^T*TqqT li 

m-\U II li 

D. C. — You have not grasped the real meaning of the 
Vedapadas such as:-— “ Na ha vai sa-sa.rtrasya priya-friya 
yorapahati,’* “Akartram vd vasantam priyd-priye na spnn'dtah.” 
And that is why, 0 Saumya ! you have raised the doubt as 
regards bandha and moksa. But, this sort of doubt should not 
be entertained by you. For, it is clear that bandha and moksa, 
are nothing but the qualities of sa-sariratva and a-s'ariratva 
respectively. 

By the words sas'artrasya etc. bandha which is nothing 
but the santdna of the external, as well as, internal anddi 
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s'ar%ra, is meant; while by means of “ as'aHrmi va ” etc 
moksa characterized by the removal of entire s'ar%ra is laid down. 

Finally, you have apprehended sentences such as sa esa 
viguno vibhurna hhdhyate etc. to support the abhava of 
bandha-moksa to the mundane soul But that is not correct. 
Those sentences are referring to the free soul. Attributes 
such as “ It never bound ” etc, are directed to nothing but 
the muktdtmd. 

Thus, the doubts are removed from the mind of Mandika. 
II 313-314 II ( 1861-1862 )] 

Chinnammi samsayammi jineua jara marana vippamukkenam i 
So samano pavvaio addhutthihi saha khandiya saehim ||3 1 5li( 1 863) 

[ 3rTT-iTT'nf^Ri%?r i 

Chinne sam^aye jinena jarfi-marana vipramuktena | 

Sa ^ramanahpravrajito’rdhaeaturthaih saha khandika^ataih ilSlSii 

Trans . — 315 When the doubt was removed by the 
Tirthahkara, who was entirely free from old age and death, 
that saint accepted the DXksa along with his four hundred and 
fifty followers. { 1863 ) 

End of the Discussion with the Sixth Ganadhara, 



Chapter VII 

Discussion with the Seventh Qanadhara 

h ititM srm’s^t i 

oT ii w 

sTiHf I ^ 1%’JioT I 

^ 3tt%ot q of n^^'su ( ) 

Te pavvaie s6um Morio agacchai jinasagasam | 

Vaccami na vandami vanditta pajjuvasami ii 316 II ( 1864 ) 

Abhattho ya Jinenam jai-jara-marana vippamukkenam 1 
Namena ya gottena ya sawanu savvadarisi nam II 3l7ii (1865) 

31311^ II II ( ) 

^ II II ( ) 

Tan pravrajitan srutva maurya agaecati jinsatasam i 
Vrajami vande vanditva paryupase it 316 II ( 1864 ) ] 

Abhasita^oa Jinena jati-jara-marana vipramuktena i 

Nanina ca gotrena ca sarvajnena sarva darsma Ii317u (1865)] 

Trans. — 3I6-3’I7 Having heard that they had renounced 
the world, Maurya, comes before the Tirihahka^a. ( He 
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thinks : — ) I may go, pay my homages and worship him. He 
was addressed by his name and lineage by the Tlrthahkara 
who was free from birth, old age and death, who was omni- 
scient, and who had complete darsana ( undifferentiated 
knowledge. ( 1864-1865 ) 

ft T T% \ 

IqqqM ^ ^ WViCW 

Kim manne atthi deva uyahu natthi tti samsao tujjha i 
Veyapayana ya attham na yanasi tesimo attho ii 318 II ( 1866 ) 

?r ii ( ) 

Kim manyase santi deva utaho na santiti samsayastava 1 
Vedapadanam cartham na janasi tesamayamarthah ll318ii ( 1866 ) ] 

Trans. — 318 What are you thinking about ? You entertain 
the doubt as to whether gods exist or not. But ( ca) you 
do not know the real interpretation of the sentences of the 
Vedas. Here is their ( real ) interpretation. { 1866 ) 

^«iT, STITT?! itA tot 

qqi ^ 3TTqTT% %kTR?^-?ITO^>ir-f^TT- 

|^TT5[ I ^ t3[T^T?rT?r^?Tq^^f ^ 5TI%?TT?r^, 

JTf TOT 

s^T JTgnt^r ?T^T%> |i% ^5r^^iJTRTf%; i ^qr, 

siqT?T-’fl[^^?^.*, 3riR:-sr?T^oTq?Tkt, sr^q-^^i: 

3R?T?3:-?i^Tt, jttht? 

fk ? ftqri-sr^Tf^s-oqTk:, 
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r%i 

3TJr^iFr??f3E[Oft ^ 

mm I sr^ifq ^^^rTTTsr^q^: i ‘‘ # ^rt% 
g ^^mTq5»f^qrg[q;T^ i I sTiw^Tq^i;, ^q^siftqf 

l?q3[Tqm§ tq ?r 5rRT%, ‘q^js^ri; if% =q ^ i »^^qf 
ik ^s[qqRf ^rqq«if q^qqimqqt, ifq 

II II ( ) 

D, G. — O long-lived Maurya ! your doubt about the 
existence of gods is due to your hearing various sentences 
of Vedas. 

The sentences are such as — 

(1) “ Sa esa yajnayudbi yajamano’hjasa svargalokam 
gacchati ” etc. 

(2) “ Apama somam amrita abhuma agaman jyotiravidania 
devan kim nunamasmat tfinavadaratih kimu murti- 
mamritamartyasya ” etc. 

As well as, 

(3) “ Ko janati mayopaman girvana-nindra-Y’ama-Varuna 
Kuberadin ? ” etc. 

According to you, interpretations of these sentences would 
be as follows:— 

V 

(1) This host armed with the weapon of sacrifice reaches 
the region of heaven immediately. ( This leads to 
prove the existence of gods ) 

(2) By drinking soma, they became gods, werit to heaven, 
and attained the divine status. These divinities 
will banish maladies and mortality by virtue of their 
amritatcwa. ( These sentences are also used in 
support of the existence of divinites. ) 
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(3) Who knows the illusive gods like Indra, Yama^ 
Varuna and Kuhera etc ? ( Sentences like this 

would deny the existence of gods on the other side ) 

So, your doubt has sprung up from the sentences such as 
mentioned above. But that is not justifiable, as you have not 
understood their real meaning. Here I explain the real 
interpretation || 318 ii ( 1866 ) ] 

Now the author explains the whole proposition in details. 

# ^ i 

5T IfiTT'Tir ft n \\\ n ( %c%}s ) 

Tam mannasi neraiya paratanta dukkhasampautla ya | 

Na tarantihagantum saddheya suvvamana vi n 319 ii ( 1867 ) 

Sacchandayarino puna deva divvappabhavajutta ya i 

Jam na kayai vi darisanamuventi to sarasao tesu ii320ll (1868) 

^ II II 

m II II ( ) 

Tvam manyase nairayikah paratantrS duhkhasamprayuktasca ) 

Na ^aknuvantiha”gantum sraddheyah ^ruyauiana api ii319it (1867) 

Svacchandacarinah punar-deva divyaprabhavayuktasca | 

Yanna kadacidapi darsanamupayanti tatah samsayastesull820ii(1868)] 

Trans. — 319-320 You think that the denizens o! hell 
{ being ) subservient and miserable, are not able to come into 
this world. { So ), they are to be trusted ( as existing ) even 
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if ( they are merely ) heard ( to be so ). But the gods, on 
the other hand, are free to move and are invested with the 
celestial splendour also. Still, however, they do not come 
into the range of ( our ) sight, and hence, the doubt about 
them. ( 1867-1868 ) 

f II II 

( ) 

D. G . — O Maurya ! according to you, the inability of the 
iVara^a-beings to come to this world, is due to their being 
subservient to their own sins, as well as, due to their miserable 
condition. So, they might be trusted upon as existing merely 
by hearing ( some thing about ) them. 

But, the case with gods is different. For, even though 
they possess free movements and celestial splendour, they 
would never like to come within the range of our sight. 

So, because they are heard of in the Vedas and Smritis 
etc. you have raised this doubt II 319~320 It ( 1867-1868 ) 

ii^H^ii ( ) 

Ma kuru samsayamee suduramanuyaibhinnajaie i 

Pecchasu paccakkham ciya cauvvihe devasanghae u321ii {1869) 

[ m f ^ i 

ii li ( ) 

Ma kuru saniiayametan siiduramanujadibhinnajfttiyan i 
Preksasva pratyaksameva eaturvidban devasaiighatan i( 321 || 
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Tram. — 321 Do not entertain doubt. Look at these 
four-fold multitudes of gods before your eyes ( which are ) 
extremely different from the human beings. ( 1869 ) 

m II II (UW 

D. C. — You should not entertain any doubt about the 
existence, of gods, O Maur^aputra ! just look at these gods of 
all the four types-wz-fcAavanopati, vyaniara jyoUsha, and 
ummamlo-distinguished from the human beings by virtue of 
( their ) celestial ornaments and garlands etc. coming to this 
sammasarana to pay their homages to me. II 321 ii { 1869 ) 

3# ft ?T I'^T ^ 5ETT I 

Puvvam pi na samdeho jutto jam joisa sapaccakkham i 
Disanti takkaya vi ya uvaghaya-nuggaha jagao ii322ii ( 1870 ) 

Purvamapi na samdeho yukto yaj jyotiskah svapratyaksam i 
Dfisyante tatkrita api oopagbata-nugraha jagatah ||322|| (1870)] 

Tram. — 322 The doubt is not justified even before ( their 
appearance ), since luminaries are self-perceptible. Moreover, 
injuries or ‘betterments caused by them to the world are also 
apprehended. ( 1870 ) 
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c^^rsfT ? I ^2f, grf i 

V%3[!gT:, ^t^qTfq 

%k II II ( ) 

D. G. — Even before they appear at this Samavasarana, 
your doubt about their existence is not justified. For, luminaries 
like Sun, Moon etc are self-perceptible to you, as well as, to 
the whole world. So, it is not appriate to doubt their existence. 

Moreover, anugruha and upaghdta caused by gods to this 
world are also evident to all. Several gods confer their favours 
upon some people by granting their objects of pleasure etc. 
while others inflict injuries, like a king, by means of weapons 
etc. This shows, for certain, that gods do exist II 322 |) (1870) 

Besides, 

5Frf ^ ft r%^r i 

% ^ 5T ftgqftltroTl 

Alayamettam ca mai puram va tavvasino taha vi siddha i 
Je te deva tti maya na ya nilaya niccaparisunna u 323 ii (1871) 

^ m RRqRijqTt ii^^^ii 

Alayamfttram oa matih puramiva tadvasinastathapi siddhah | 

Ye te deva iti mata na ca nilaya nityapari^unyah 11323(1871)} 

Trans . — 323 The view may be that ( luminaries ) are 
mere abodes. Still however, like a city, they, too, have their 
inhabitants, who are accepted as { none but ) gods. For, 
places of residence cannot be vacant for ever. ( 1871 ) 

q|g(-3iT55:qi q?s:r^- 

» * 
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’E^IRUT^, ^5r ^^11 

?rT5r^f, ?r 3 %Ng; ilrgFf, sr^; ? i 

3r4t^Wf-gsrTf4 ?r§:TT%?T 4 ^^rr 

WJ #?r^r: i ^tirr^^r: ^ H4fsf4 ^f^^ir%?rrsf^fg4t ffj, ’T^n 
JR?T^T^¥^HISTT ^5r^^I?Tf^T%^T ^r^^^g^TlTT^^T}, 34t^- 

3r?r sri^q^srF^^iiTgT'T^'^ ^ 

I srri-ifr^ m I ^^rr: ? i ^rf ^r fk sTt^r^or 

^sf4 ^if^T ^iRrai fsrfgsi f| 

^ 1 3r^’^lf^^n%4tsfq fwi%si: I 

^ ira I STT^^cWT^-^g 

i sr^t- 

I ^T ^T%- 

! 5 ri%n%r^#rgm ^ 3 q-f^^?^i: 1 

m =^?5:TsrT^^f^^TrM ^fr: f^’5?T?4lf^ tl 11 

( ) 

D. G. — Maurya : — Luminaries like Sun and Moon mentioned 
by you, are only the abodes and not the gods themselves. It 
could not be said, therefore, that the luminary deities are 
directly perceptible, just as in case of an empty town, the 
houses are mere places of residence for people but people 
do not actually reside into them, so also luminarie like moon 
etc should be taken as absolutely empty bodies and nothing 
like gods is. expected to reside into them. 

Bhagavdn : — ^It is not so. 0 Maurya ! Existence of the 
place of residence proves the existence of its residents also. 
So, these luminaries are not mere dlayas, but they have their 
inhabitants also. For, that which is called an dlaya or a house 
is always occupied by its residents. Like houses in a town 
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occupied by persons like Devadatta, these luminaries are also 
undoubtedly occupied by devinities. 

Maurya. — Like Devadatta etc residing in the houses of 
a city, the gods who are the residents of the luminary bodies 
should also be perceptible 

Bhagavdn: — It is not proper to advance such an argument. 
Because the places of residence are absolutely different from 
the houses in a city. So, their residents vtz gods are also 
characteristically different from Devadatta etc. Although they 
are not apprehended by the indriyas, their existence is ad- 
mitted without doubt. 

Maurya: — You cannot assert exclusively that every place 
of residence is always occupied by a resident For, nobody 
would reside in a barren house. ( It is forbidden to reside in 
such a house ) From the existence of abode, therefore, you 
cannot infer the existence of the occupant, 

Bhagavdn: — A residing place is never mnya. It must 
have been occupied by some person or the other, either in the 
past or in future or at present. In case of luminary places 
of resort, gods like moon etc. must have occuplied the places 
at some time in the past, present, or future tl 323 |l( 1871) 

^ ^ r% fM I 

Ko janai va kimeyam ti hojja Hissamsayam vimanaim i 
I^ayanamayanabhogamanadiha jaha vijiaharainam n 324 li (1872) 

[ # 3rRT% i 

II II ( ) 

Ko janati va kimetaditi bhaved iiissaxn^ayam vimanani I 
Batnamayanabhogamanadiha yatha vidyadharadtnam It324||(i873)] 

Trans . — 324 “ Or, who knows what it is ? ” They are 
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certainly palaces like those of Vidyadharas etc., as they are 
decked with jewels and they fly in the sky. ( 1872 ) 

?Tt55^T 1 1 

3i5r ^fh 

II II ( ) 

D. 0. — Mcturya: — Or, who knows what these luminaries 
like Sun and Moon, mentioned by you are like ? One that 
appears as Sun may be a ball of fire, and that which appears as 
Moon may be a transparent ball of water. Or, it may be that 
these luminaries be some such bright balls. So, it is not 
appropriate to believe that they are the abodes of luminary gods. 

Bhagavdn : — Since they are decked with jewels and they 
are moving in the sky, there is no doubt that they are actual 
vimmas like puspaka etc. attained by vidyadharas by means 
of austerites etc. So, take it for certain, that these vimdnas 
are also the residing places of the various luminary gods. 
II 324 li ( 1872 ) II 

Or, 

T% ^ ^ I 

5T ^ ^ WWW 

Hojja mai raaeyam taha vi takkarino sura je te i 

Na ya mayaivigara puram va niccovalambhao ii 325 II ( 1873 ) 
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Bhaved matirmayeyam tathapi tatkarinah sura ye te | 

Na ca mayfldivikarah puramiva nityopalambhat || 325 ii ( 1873 ) ] 

Trans— It may be argued that this is { all ) illusion. 
But, its creators are gods, and not the perturbations like 
illusion etc. on account of their being obtained like a town 
for ever. ( 1873 ) 

fqwqtq^^H^^ qqifqql%q- 

q^iqq^q q qTqT?qq^qTqmf|q^(;i q 

qq'q f?iqqR?qT%qq:, 

qT2:^3qT^3R^R I ft q^^^ q R^qiq* 

^¥q?q IR Rrq^^qiqtqTSfRfqfq ii ii ( ) 

D. G. — You might argue that mnanas like candra etc 
are not actual dlayas, but they are mere illusions created by 
some magician. But the illusionariness of such vimanas cannot 
be admitted by means of mere words. Still, however, if they 
are assumed as mdyika^ their creators are not magicians or 
human beings but the gods themselves. This is said only 
on the assumption that they are mdyika v%kdras. But really 
speaking, they are not mdy%ka as they are ever obtained like 
towns etc. So, these vimdnas are nothing but the abodes of 
luminary gods || 325 ii ( 1873 ) 

Jai narga pavanna pagitthapavaphalabhoino tenam i 
Subahugapunnaphalabhujo pavajjiyavva sura-gana vi Ii326ll( 1874) 


48 
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srf^ H II ( ) 

Yadi narakah prapannah prakfistapapaphalabhoginastena I 
Subahukapunyaphalabhujah prapattavyah suragana api ||326|| ] 

Trans — 326 If the denizens of hell are admitted as the 
sufferers of the rewards of great sins, gods should be accepted 
as the enjoyers of the fruits of many good deeds. ( 1874 ) 

^ siq^r:, 

^^JTorT srf^ JTf^’T^s^TT: i 

JTfsqfn'15551^ ^«it, 

1 ^^5^, 5rfSTrqii^i|5tf 

isrttifq ?{|5r?RT^oiif^ 5%^ ^ 

I 

?TR^T:, 

II II ( ) 

D. G. — Bhagavdn : — When you believe that N'drakas are 
the sufferers of the rewards of great sins, you should also 
believe that gods are the enjoyers of the fruits of exalted 
good deeds and thus they are existing. 

Maurya: — Ttryancas, who are excessively miserable, are 
the sufferers of the reward of great sins, and excessively happy 
human beings are enjoyers of the fruits of exalted. good deeds. 
So, it is not necessary to assume the existence of devas and 
Ndrahas at all. 

* 4r 
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Bliaga/vdn: — Existence of devas and Ndrahas cannot be 
denied by saying so. Enjoyers of the rewards of great funyas 
and papas are exclusively happy or exclusively miserable, as 
the case may be. The manusyas and tiryancas cannot be called 
exclusively happy and exclusively miserable respectively. For, 
even the happiest human beings are susceptible to the affliction 
of diseases, old age, etc. while even extremely miserable 
tiryancas, experience the happy touch of cold breeze etc. So, 
manusyas and tiryancas can never be taken as exclusively 
happy or exclusively miserable beings, while Ndrahas who 
suffer the consequences of papas, and devas who enjoy the 
fruits of punyas, can be easily admitted respectively as the 
exousively miserable and exclusively happy beings Ii326ll (1874) 

Now, in reply to the question that “ Why gods do not 
visit this world if at all they are existing ? ” the author states: — 

Sankantadivvapimma visayapasatta’samattakattavva i 
Anahinamanuyakajja narabhavamasubhatn na enti sura || 327 ti 

Sankrantadivyapremauo visayaprasakta asamaptakartavyah i 
Anadhinamanujakarya narabhavamasubham nagacchanti surah||327a 

Trans . — 327 Invested with celestial love and attached to 
the objects of pleasure, with their duties un-finished, and their 
deeds independent of human beings, divinities do not come into 
this inauspicious world. ( 1875 ) 
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mh I m"^- 

II ^Rvs II ( ) II 

D. C . — Divinities do not come to this world, because they 
are invested with celestial love and attached to the various 
objects of pleasure like a person attached to a beautiful woman 
possessing high qualities of extreme beauty etc. Secondy, like 
a great man entrusted with manifold work, these gods have 
also to perform manifold duties and hence their duties are 
never over. Thirdly, all their deeds are independent of human 
beings. So, just as a dispassionate ascetic never comes to an 
unholy house, these gods also usually abstain themselves from 
coming to the inauspicious human world as they would not 
stand even the smell of it. ii 327 II ( 1875 ) 

But this does not mean that they always keep themselves 
a^yay from this world. 

For, 

Navari jinajamma-dikkha-kevala-nivvana maha neogenam | 
Bhattie Sorama! samsayaviccheyattham va ejjahanha ii328ii(1876) 

Puvvanuragao va samayanibandha tavogunao va i 
Naraganapida-’nuggaha-kandappaihim va kei ii 329 || ( 1877 ) 

I II II ( ) 
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II II ( ) 

Navaram jinajanma-diksa-kevala-nirvanamahaniyogena i 
Bhaktya Saumya 1 sam^ayavicchedartham vaiyurihahnaya ||328|| 

Purvanuragato va samayanibandhat tapogunad va | 
Naraganaplda--inugraha-kandarpadibbirva keeit ii 329 || (1877) ] 

Trans. — 328-329 Some have to visit this world merely 
by ( way of ) duty, at the occasion of birth, diksa, acceptance 
of absolute apprehension, or final emancipation of some saint, 
while others ( would come ) by reason of devotion, O Saumya / 
or in order to remove ( their ) doubts, or on account of 
previous attachment. Some ( would do so ) following the 
conventional rule, some by virtue of austerities, some to afflict 
the human beings, some to favour them, or some ( would 
come ) out of passion etc. ( 1876-1877 ) 

I 

^ n ii ( ) , 

D. 0 . — Various deities visit this world on various purposes. 
Some have to attend the occasions of janma, diksa, kevala-jhdna 
prapti and mrvana of a saint. Some like Indra are drawn to 
this world by means of devotion, some to remove their doubts. 
Several others descend upon this world on aoqount of their 
previous attachment to relatives like son, friend etc. or by 
following the previous conventions or by virtue of previous 
austerities also, some gods come to the human world for th^ 
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purpose of afflicting human beings in order to take revenge 
upon them, while others would be attracted to this world out 
of passion or in order to test the saints of this world also. 

Thus, there are various causes for their visit to this world, 
while others stated before are the causes of their staying 
away from this world also, || 328-329 || ( 1876-1877 ) 

nitlnRTsft ii u (tcvsc) 
V uft 1%“ ii ii (^cvs^) 

Jaissarakahanao kasai paccakkhadarisanao ya I 
Vijja-manto-vayanasiddio gahavigarao ii 330 ii ( 1878 ) 
Ukkitthapunnasaracayaphalabhavao’bhihanasiddhio i 
Savvagamasiddhiu ya santi deva tti saddheyatn ii 331 ll ( 1879) 

II ii ( ) 

II II ( ) 

Jatismaranakathanat kasyacit pratyaksadarsanaoca | 
Vidya-mantropayacanasiddhergrahavikarat ll 330 || ( 1878 ) 

XJtkpstapunyasamcayaphalabhavadabhidhanasiddheh i 
Sarvagamasiddhe^oa santi deva iti ^raddheyam a 331 || ( 1879 )] 

Trans. — 330-331 By the statement of some ( who are ) 
reminded of ( the former ) existence by means of direct appre- 
hension, by ( virtue of ) reciting the chantings, of ( various ) 
lores, by the movement of planets, due to the existence of the 
fruition of the accumulation of highly meritorious deeds, by 
( virtue of ) { their ) names, and by ( the help of ) all agamas, 
it shoulch.be trustee! that gods are existing. ( 1878-1879 ) 



Vftda ] 


Ganadharavftda 


•: 383 


5it*rf^^S^^or^«iJTT^, 5TT^T^?iri%=^T%t’?w^ 

sr^f^girirE^^ srww- 

??|5^sii%si--%;Tf^^ R^^5rqrnt^'T5ST¥rTf^^55t, 

g«iT, ^ * 31^ jr’^t»T:-ilfTf^fgg[5^^^ft 

TETf5^sr^qf^Tg:^J, SW^WT5?T^qjR^f?^^T??|;?TTg;, 
s^fef^T|I?r«^5rtof?=5TlTR5^^Tf^fg^^^^^ j gsiT ^qt-^RTf^f^'^TT- 

t !Jr^2q[q!nRi^55^5CR^R 
«3rggqT»tq ^\f^^^^\ ^STT, |f^ ^^sfq 

^ km\ I i^^^T^RRRiqf i mi^ ^ 

sTR^iTsq ^qfqTTR^ssrfqqfgq'iqT k^\ ii ^^o- 

II ( ) 

D. G. — Existence of gods could be established in various 
ways : — 

(1) On the recollection of former existence, a person 
would relate the story of the great family of gods 
witnessed and believed by him as certain. 

(2) Some persons attain directly the dars'ana of gods by 
virtue of their qualities like austerity etc. 

(3) Some people attain the accomplishment of their 
objects by soliciting the favour of gods by means 
of prayers, and chantings of prescribed mantrat,. 

(4) A person in charge of planets is absolutely different 
from the jtvas, because of the hriyds that are found as 
a result of changes in the planets which are never 
to be found in human beings. 

(5) Just as we have accepted the existence of Ndrakas 
due to the fruition of great sins, the existence of 

7 
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gods should also be admitted on account of the 
phala of the accumulation of highly meritorious 
deeds like tapas, dana etc. 

(6) The existence of gods is established by their very 
name devdh ” ( This will be explained in the 
following verse. ) 

(7) All the dgctmas admit the existence of gods. 
II 330-331 ( 1878-1879 ) ll 

The epithet “ devdh ’’ is then explained as follows: — 

^ T% lot ^ | 

f Ilf gor-T%%^iqooTr 

T%# T%# \ 

^FrioT^^TfmRi f ii n ( tc <\ ) 

Deva tti satthayamidain suddhattanao ghadabhihanam va i 
Aha va mai manuu cciya devo giina riddhi sarnpanno Ii332li (1880) 

Tam na jau tacca siddhe uvayarao maya siddhi | 

Taccatthasiha siddhe manavasihovayaro vva ii 333 II { 1881 ) 

11 II ( ) 

p II II ( ) 

Deva iti Sarthakamidam ^uddhatvato ghatabhidhanamiva | 
Athava matirmanujaevadevogunar-ddhisampannah || 332 || (1880) 

Tad na yatastathyarthe siddha upacarato mata siddhih i 
Tathyarthasimhe siddhe manavasimhopacara iva ||333|1 (1881) ] 

Tram. — 332-333 Since the epithet “ deva ” is clear like 
ghata”^ it is significant. Or, it might be believed that man 
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himself ( when ) accompanied by the prosperity of merits is 
god. ( But ) that is not ( correct ). ( Because ) the accom- 
plishment ( of the secondary meaning ) by means* of usage 
could be brought about { only ) when the primary meaning is 
established, just as the epithet " sinha or lion could be attri- 
buted to Manavaka by means of usage only, if the primary 
sense of the word “ sinha’' is accepted ( 1889-1881 ) 

I mgljq i m 

qs'q f ?qqT^ qfq^qrq, f^q^s^qqj^qqqi ? i i% 

qqfsfq ^q: ? |ra I q, 5R^- 

iqq^rsrqjq^fRt l q, 

fqi qRjqqrqqT^q^qftqf^^qT, qqi mm %|s;qq 
qd qiirqq; iqltqqnJ fq«q[%, qqmiifq qfq g^qr ^qi: 

TTO q^gj, qq? w^q^qqi^ gqq^, qRq%% ii ii 

( ) 

D. G . — Since the word “ devah ” is void of compound and 
prefixes, and is explained as tatra divyantUi devah ( those 
that shine there, are deities ), it is philologically siddha, like 
other padas such as ghata etc. 

Maurya: — The man himself seen before our very eyes is 
God. Why to imagine an invisible form for that ? All men 
are not gods. But those accompanied by high merits and 
religious prosperity could easily be taken as gods. 

Bhagavdn: — That is not correct. Unless and until the 
principal meaning of a word is not accomplished, it could 
never be attributed to any other object by means of upacdra. 
The epithet of lion could easily be attributed to manavaka 
only if the primary sense of the word sinha is accomplished. 

Similarly, here also the epithet “ devah ” could be attributed 
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to king etc. only if the existence of gods is accepted, and not 
otherwise. || 332-333 ( 1880-1881 ) II 

Now, in case of existence of gods being denied, the 
uselessness of the rites like agmhotra etc. is shown: — 

Devabhave viphalam jamaggihotlaiyana kiriyanam | 

Saggiyam jannana ya danaiphalam ca fadajuttam ii334ll (1882) 

^ ^ II II ( ) 

Devabhave viphalam yadagnihotradikanam kriyanam i 
Svargiyam yajnanamca danadiphalam catadayuktam ||334|l(1882) ] 

Trans. — 334 In ( case of ) non-existence of gods, ( award 
of ) heaven laid down ( as a result ) of ( the accomplishment 
of ) the rites like agnihotra etc. as well as, the fruition of 
munificence etc. would be null and void. { 1882 ) 

TJTf % ^ 

\ sr^: t% ^ i 

Rrf^>?T^5T %^ft?r53[TqRt l^^Rf^RRJrfgqT2[^ 

3I5^«T1 fk ^f^H55rqf|ft?§[rft5ITmiR 

=^R«I% W^ll II {U<^R) 

D. G. — There will be one more difficulty in case of denying 
,the existence of gods. Because in that case, the award of 
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heaven laid down as a result of the rites like agnihotra etc. 
in the sentences such as “ Agnihotram juhuydt svargalcdmah ” 
etc. as well as, the fruition of sacrifices and meritorious deeds 
like dana etc prescribed in deeds like ddna etc prescribed in 
this world, would become absolutely futile. Thus, in absence 
of svargin-th.Q inhabitant of svarga-ho'^i is svarga to exist ? 

Hence 0 Maurya ! take it for certain that sentences such 
as “ Sa esa yajhdyudht ” etc. are laid down to establish the 
existence of gods, while the sentence Ko jdndti mayopd^ndn 
g^rvdndnindra-Yama-Varuna-Kuherdd^n ” etc. does not lead 
to deny the existence of gods, but it only means to assert the 
a-nityatd of the prosperity of gods and the rest. Otherwise, 
the sentences which establish the existence of gods, as well 
as, the invocation of gods like Indra by means of reciting 
the prescribed mantras, would be of no avail. || 334 \\ ( 1882 ) 

Moreover, 

m ( ^CC\ ) 

Jama-Soma-Sura-Suraguru-sarajjaini jayai jannehim i 
Mantavahanameva ya Indainam viha savvam n 335 n ( 1883 ) 

II II ( ) 

yama-Soma-Sura-Suraguru-svarajyadini jayati yajnaih | 
Mantrahvanameva cendradinSm vritha sarvam || 335 || ( 1883 )] 

Trans . — 335 ( The statement that ) one conquers the 
regions of ( the gods of ) Death, Moon, Sun, and Bnhaspati 
etc, .and the invocation of Indra etc by reciting the prescribed 
mantras would be absolutely null and void. ( 1883 ) 

1 
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51^^^ Tr??r5?TT: l m 

?r% I ^T^qTf^r i mfH- 

1% I ^«rT, ?i?lR?g[T^fHTmiTfr isctt'TT- 

if^, f Isr I iT?5rq-%Tf 

1 3rm-^ I 

m ^ T%?r^C I WcTT 

m^i II II ( ) 

D. G . — It has been laid down in the Sdstras that — 

“ UUha sodas' i prahhriti hratvbhir yathd&'ruti Yama-Soma- 
Surya-Suraguru-svdrajydni jayati ” etc. Sentences like this, 
lead to prove the existence of gods. But they would prove 
themselves good-for-nothing, if the existence of gods is denied. 

Similarly, the invocation of gods such as Indra etc. by 
means of mantras which indicate the existence of gods would 
also become futile if there were devdbhdva The sentences of 
the Vedas establish the existence of gods in one way or the other. 
II 335 II ( 1883 ). 

The doubt of Mauryaputra is thus removed by the preceptor. 

i%§Tr^ i 

Chinnammi samsayamtni Jinena jara-maranavippamukkenam i 
So samano pavvaio addhutthehim saha khandiyasaehlm ||336ii 

^ m II II 

Chinne sam^aye Jinena jara-maranavipramuktena i 
Sa Sramanah paavrajito’rdha caturthaih saha khandika^ataih ||336li 

Trans . — 336 When the doubt was removed by the Tirthan- 
kara who was entirely free from old age, and death, that saint 
accepted diksd along with his three hundred and fifty pupils. (1884) 

End of the Discussion with the Seventh Ganadhara* 



Chapter VIII 

Discussion with the Eighth Qanadhara 

^ ?ili 3«>I^ I 

<Ji II II (?«’<) 

Te pavvaie sQum Akampio agacchi Jinasagasam | 

Vaccami na vandami vanditta pajjuvasami ii 337 II ( 1885 ) 

^ qft'TT^ II II (U<c^) 

Tan pravrajitan ^rutva’kampita agacchati Jinasaka^am | 

Vrajami vande vanditta paryupase 11 337 U ( 1885 ) ] 

Trans. — 337 Having heard that they ( i. e. Maiiryputra 
and others ) had renounced the world, Akampita comes before 
the Tirthahkara. ( He thinks : — ) 1 may go, pay my homage 
and worship him. ( 1885 ) 

sjpdfr ^ iiiTf-^-TnqTT ^ qg i iiT i 

^01 ?r ntJoi ^ OT II II 

Abhattho ya Jinenam jai-jara-marana vippamukkenam i 
Namena ya gottena ya savvannu savvadarlsi nam ii338l| (1886) 

Jirai ^ ^ II II ( ^<<5^ ) 

7 ^ 
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Abhasita^ca Jinena jati-jara-maranavipramuktena i 

Namna ca gotrena ca sarvajhena sarvadarsina II 338 || ( 1886 ) ] 

Trans. — 338 He was then, addressed by his name and 
lineage by the TXrthankara, who was entirely free from birth, 
old age, and death, who was omniscient and who had complete 
dariana ( undifferentiated knowledge ). ( 1886 ) 

The TXrthankara, then, says — 

ft irwl stftt ft pg i 
l^riprnJt 

Kim manne neraiya atthi natthi tti samsao tujjham | 
Veyapayana ya attham na yanasi tesimo attho ii 339 ll ( 1887 ) 

^ 5irt% IwmWi II II ( ) 

Kim manyase nairayikah santi na santtti samaayastara | 
Vedapadanam cartham na janasi tesamayamarthah u339|i (1887)] 

Trans. — 339 What are you thinking about ? You enter- 
tain the doubt as to whether the denizens of hell exist or not. 
( But ) you have not understood the real meaning of the 
sentences of Vedas. Here is their (real) interpretation. (1887) 

?T f I ^ 

I glqf ^3[<T^RR^, 

H 5ITJTT%, 

II II ( ) 

D. C . — What are you thinking about ? your doubt about 
the existence of narakas is based upon your hearing the 
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various Vedor-padas having contradictory senses. The Vedct- 
pados are as follows: — 

(1) “ Ndrako vai em jdyate yah s'udrdnnamas'ndti ” etc. 

(2) “ Na ha vai pretya ndrakdh santi ” etc. 

According to you, the interpretation of these sentences 
is this — 

(1) “ A brdhmana who eats the food of s'udtxis becomes 
a ndraka ” ( This proves the existence of hellish 
denizens. ) 

(2) “ In fact, there is nothing like ndrakas in the 
next world ” 

This refutes the existence of ndrakas. But you have 
not grasped the real import of those Veda-padas. Ii339ii(1887) 

Here I give their full significance — 

^ K5rT% ft i 

% g'H ^ ftf T%f ^ I 

ii^^?ii (tcc%) 

Tam mannasi paccakkha deva candadao tahanne vi i 
Vijja-mantovayanaphalaisiddhie gammanti ii 340 ii ( 1888 

Je puna suimettaphala neraiya tti kiha te gaheyavva i 
Sakkhamanumanao va’nuvalambha bhinnajaiya? ii 341 ii (1889) 

II II ( ) 

f^5|5rr^^r: n . 
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Tvam nianyase pratyaksa devascandradayastathaaye’pi | 
Vidyfi-mantropayanaphalildisiddher gamyante ii 340 || ( 1888 ) 
Ye punah Srutimatraphala nairayika iti katham te grahttavyah | 
Saksadamiroanato va’nupalambhild bhinnajatiyah ? ||34ln (1889)] 

Trans. — 340-341 You believe that deities like moon etc., 
are ( directly ) perceptible, so also are others perceptible as a 
result of religious prayers etc. But how are those denizens of 
hell that are known merely by hearing, and that belong to a 
distinct species, to be apprehended either directly or by inference, 
when they are { absolutely ) non-perceptible ? ( 1888-1889 ) 

W II ( ) 

D. G. — Akampita: — Deities like moon etc. are apprehended 
by concrete authentities, and others which are imperceptible 
are apprehended by means of inference as a result of religious 
prayers etc. But how are narakas that are quite different 
from gods, tiryancas and human beings, and whose existence 
is recognized only by hearing, to be accepted as existing when 
it is not apprehended by direct perception or even by inference ? 
\\ 340-341 ( 1888-1889 ) II 

The reply is — 

f% ^ 33ft ? n II 

3 i 3333# 3 ft ^ I 

3 3 ^3pR3 ii^«^ii 
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Maha paccakkhattanao jivai ya vva narae ginha I 

Kim jam sapaccakkham i:am paccakkham navari ikkam ll 342 li 

Jam kasai paccakkham paccakkham tam pi gheppai loe I 
Jaha sihaidarisanam siddham na ya savvapaccakkham ii 343 n 

i 

5T II II ( ) 

Mama pratyaksatvato jivadinsceva narakan grihana i 

TCim yat sva— pratyaksam tat pratyaksam navaramekaru ? ||342|l(1890) 

Yat kasyacitpratyaksam pratyksam tadapi grihyate loke 1 
Yatha sinhadidar^anam. siddham na ca sarvapratyaksam Il343||(1891)] 

Jra/zs— 342-343 Accept the Narakas ( as existing ) like 
fiva etc. on account of ( their ) being pratyaksa to me. Is it 

that only that which is pratyaksa to one’s own self ( could be 

known as ) pratyaksa and not anything else ? That which 
has been pratyaksa to any ( person ) in the world, is accepted 
as pratyaksa by the ( whole ) world. Just the appearance of 
sinha etc though not pratyaksa to all, is accepted ( by all as 
existing ). ( 1890-1891 ) 

ISt, 

ir% WH" 5rr%'T?T^T sf^TT-ssr^frf^- 

51 ?^# 51 ^^- 

I fr% I 


60 
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STr^TTOI sqqftqqmr 3r^ ^IrSTtW 
5nw: JlrTO^F ^ t II II 

( ) 

D. C. — Bhagavdn: — O long-lived Akampiia ! your objection 
that Ndrahas do not exist because they have not been appre- 
hended by you, is unfounded. I have perceived those Ndrakas 
personally. Accept them, therefore, as existing on account of 
their being pratyaksa to me, like all other objects animate and 
inanimate. 

Secondly, it is not appropriate to hold the obstinate view 
that nothing can be said to be pratyaksa in this world, unless 
and until it has not been witnessed by you. Usually, that 
which has been witnessed by a trustworthy or respectable 
person, is accepted as existing in this world. Existence of 
lion, bear, and swan etc. is universally accepted by all even 
though those animals have not been pratyaksa to each and 
every person in the world. You have not witnessed all countries, 
rivers, towns, oceans and times, still however, you do not doubt 
their existence, because they have already been pratyaksa to 
other respectable persons. 

Similarly, you shall have to accept the existence of Ndrakas 
when they have already been pratyaksa to me II 342-343 
( 1890-1891 ) II 

srtaf^roT qgro ’W’?! ? i 

Ahava jamindiyanam paccakkham kim tadeva paccakkham ? i 
Uvayaramettao tarn paccakkhamanindiyam tatthamli344ii (1892) 
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Athava yadindriyanam pratyaksam kim tadeva pratyaksam ? | 
Upacaramatratastat pratyaksamaniudriyam tathyam ||344ll (1892)] 

Trans . — 344 Or, is it that what is perceptible to senses 
is alone pratyaksa ? It is pratyaksa by virtue of ( mere ) 
usuage. The real pratyaksa is beyond ( the perception of ) 
senses. ( 1 892 ) 

1 

q^q^, T%^tqf?s[q§:T^^q> g«q 

qq qi^l^q q^gq qq^Tqrft^ II W II ( ) 

D. Q. — Since, that which is perceived, is beyond the, per- 
ception of senses, you do not admit it, as according to you 
only, that which is indriya pratyksa is pratyaksa. This is a 
great foly. Indriya-pratyaksa is recognized as pratyaksa by 
means of upacdra^ similar to the case of anumdna, when objects 
like fire etc are apprehended by means of external indications 
of smoke etc. But the pratyaksa in my case is different from 
this. By means of mere upacdra, it is called pratyaksa, but 
really speaking, it is paroksa as the aksa ( i-e jtva ) does not 
apprehend the object directly as in the ease of anumdna. 

The atindriya or that which is beyond perception by 
( means of) sense-organs, should alone be accepted as pratyaksa 
as in that case, jtva directly perceives the object. 

Akampita : — Athough in case of indriya-pratyaksa, jiva 
does not apprehend an object directly, indriyas are undoubtedly 
able to recognize the object directly. In such a case, why 
should we not consider indriya-pratyaksa to be the pratyaksa 
itself ? II 344 ( 1892 ) || 
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grTtf f f I 

3^55V(fRjf5i mf gri^ST n )i ( ) 

Muttaibhavao novaladdhimantindiyaim kumbho vva I 
Uvalambhaddarani taim jivo taduvaladdha ii 345 ll { 1893) 

II II ( ) 

Murtadibhilvato nopalabdhimantlndriyarii kumbha iya i 
Upalambhadvilrani tani jivastadiipalabdha || 346 ii ( 1893 ) ] 

7>fl/zs.— Sense-organs have no power of perception on 
account of ( their being ) murta etc, like ghata. They are 
mere mediums of perception. JXva is their ( real ) agent of 
perception, ( 1893 ) 

Ji^^iti[ I sft^r II II ( ) 

D. C — Since indriyas are murta and a-cetana like ghata^ 
they are not able to apprehend objects. They are only mediums 
of apprehension like a window. The real agent of perception 
is Atma which is altogether different from indr%ya in this 
way. II 845 ( 1893 ) || 

Besides, 

iw e^oisit 1% I 

qqqqq#q55q!t qi II || 

Taduvarame vi saranao tavvavare vi novalambhao i 
Indiyabhinno naya paricagavakkhovaladdha va || 346 t) ( 1894 ) 

fRT II 11 iU%^) 
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Taduparame’pi siBaranatastadvyapare’pi nopalambbSt I 
Indriyabhinno jnata panoagavaksopalabdheva il 346 u ( 1894 ) ] 

Trans — 346 By virtue of recollection, even ( when the 
the sense-organs ) are pacified, and on account of non-percep- 
tion, even ( when the sense-organs ) are at work, the agent of 
perception is ( recognized ) as different from sense-organs, like 
an observer from the five windows. ( 1894 ) 

ira II II ( ) 

D. C . — Just as a person looking from the five windows, 
is different from those five windows, the Soul which is the 
agent of perception is different from the sense-organs. Because 
even when indr%yas are not at work, the Soul is able to 
perceive an object by means of recollection, and if the Soul is 
absent-minded, the object is not at all perceived inspite of 
%ndriyas being at work. || 346 ( 1894 ) Il 

Moreover, 

HT ^^1^ mT’JTf 3T3rOTT5T^^t 

Jo puna anindiu cciya jtvo savvappihana vigamao | 

So subahuyam viyanai avaniyagharo jaha dattha i|347ii (1895) 

^ W S[gT II II ( ) 

Yah punaranindriya eva jivah sarvapidhanavigamat | 

Sa subahukam vijanatyapanitagriho yatha drasta ||347u ( 1895 ) ] 

Trans. — 347 The Soul, like an observer who is away 
from the house, being void of sense-organs, apprehends much 
more on account of all the obstructions ( being ) removed ( 1895 ). 
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i«r| f^sTRi^fg iffgiTT, 

^rsilT ^TSS^- 

m 11 II ( K^V \ ) 

D. C. — Just as, a person looking from the open space, 
apprehends much more than a person looking from the five 
windows, the soul possessing absolute knowledge apprehends 
much more than anything that apprehends through indriyas. 
II 347 ( 1895 ) II 

And the jhdna obtained by indriyas in this way, is not 
pratyaksa — 

?r fl i 

^ f ii \^c ii ( %<\% ) 

Na hi paccakkham dhammantarena taddhammamettagahanao i 
K^ayagattao va siddhi kumbhaniccattamettassa ii 348 ii ( 1896 ) 

II II ( ) 

Na hi pratyaksam dharmantarena taddharmamatragrahanat i 
Kritakatvata iva siddhih kumbhUnityatvamUtrasya ii 348 ii (1896)] 

Trans. — 348 Like the establishment of mere transitoriness 
of ghaia on account of its being factitious, the indriya-pratyaksa, 
is not pratyaksa ( also ), on account of its characteristics being 
accepted by another characteristic. ( 1896 ) 
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II II ( ) 

D. G . — Just as anumdna capable of attaining the accom- 
plishment of a desired object by means of another object, 
cannot be called pratyahsa jhdna, so also apprehension by 
means of indriyas, could not be called pratyaksa. Like an 
inference establishing the a-mtyatd of ghata by means of its 
kritakatva, cognizance attained by indriyas is not pratyaksa 
Indriyor-pratyakBa-jndna is limited to the apprehension of 
only Tupa etc. by means of eye etc. li 348 ( 1896 ) II 

Besides, 

Puvvovaladdhasambandhasaranao vanalo vva dhumao i 
Ahava nimittantarao nimittamakkhassa karanaim u 349 II (1897) 

Purvopalabdhasambandhasmaranato va’nala iva dhumilt i 
AthavS nimittantarato nimittamaksasya karanSni || 349 || (1897)3 

Trans.— ?)A9 Or, like the inference of fire from smoke, on 
account of the recollection by means of ( its ) relations of the 
past or on account of any ( other ) reason, the sense-organs 
serve as the instrumental cause to the Soul. ( 1897 ) 

sr^fq- 

^5rf^mi^fTif?s:qfR5q5rT?ilj 
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5ri%: # i m^i T55it^’TT- 

%55^q‘5qrs^^5r ^sqraft^Rfri^rqlqMTWHrqTg;, 

t^TT3[fT^f iJjqg; i ^ ^h 

I qw 5fR# ^ 

11 II ( U%'^ ) 

D. G . — Like the perception of fire^ from smoke, the 
perception due to sense-organs, is also produced from the 
recollection of the connections of the past. So, it is not 
pratyaksa. Take the example of ghata. The name ghata was 
given to it in the past We recognize it as ghata on the 
bases of its purvakala sanketa. Hence, the knowledge about 
ghata is apprehended by means of %ndriyas from the recollec- 
tion of its past relations. If it were no so, a person coming 
from a distant island, who has neither heard nor seen anything 
about ghata, would at once be able to recognize it as ghata. 
This sort of iTidriya-jhana is produced very quickly from 
recollection etc. due to constant practice and cleverness, and 
hence, it is not marked everywhere. 

Moreover, just as one apprehends agni from dhuma, which 
is absolutely different from himself, the apprehension in this 
case is also attained by Soul from the mdriyas, which are 
absolutely diflPerent from the Soul, showing thereby that the 
knowledge thus obtained is not pratyahsa but paroksa. 

Pratyahsa jhdna is acceptible to Soul directly like the 
^Avadhi, ^ Manah-parydya and^ Kevala-jhdnas and it is never 

1. The first stage of perception when the attention is concentrated. 

2. The state of mental perception which precedes the attainment 
of perfect knowledge. 

3. Absolute Perception. 
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obtained by the Soul from any external mmitta. All sorts of 
jhana except the above-mentioned three, are mere anwmanas 
as they apprehend objects indirectly. In case of jnanas like 
Avadhi etc, since the Soul apprehends the object directly, the 
knowledge is called pratyahsa. 

Kevala-Mano-hirahiyassa savvamanumanamettayam jamha | 
Naragasabbhavammi ya tadatthi jam tena te santi ||350ii (1898) 

^ ^ li li < ) 

Kevala-Mano-Vadhirahitasya sarvamanumana matrakana yasmad 
Naraksadbhave oa tadasti yat tena te santi || 350 ll ( 1898 ) ] 

Trans . — 350 Since everything pertaining to that which is 
void of Kevala, Manah-paryaya and Avadhi { sorts of jmna ) 
is mere inference, it is ( present ) in case of ( establishing ) 
the existence of hellish denizens. By ( virtue of ) that ( ana- 
mana ), the Ndrakas are existing. ( 1898 ) 

RST^ ^ i hh 

^^r^R^ II V\o II ( ) 

D. 0. — 'Every sort of knowledge excepting 
paryaya and Kevala is mere anumdna on account of its being 
based on the indirect perception of an object. Jhdnas like 
Kevala etc apprehend the object directly and hence they are 
called praiyaltm. Since the anuvfMna pertaining to Ndrahas, 
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is pratyaksa^ the existence of Ndvakas is established without 
doubt. The pratyaksa jnjdna in this case is my own Kevalor^ 
jnana i| 350 ( 1898 ) It 

^sm?T?n 3Ti;5Rf 

w % T%r7^-TO-!=rr7n t% ^sf^^prqt 1 
^ ^ 5f3fr ^ ^ ^ (%\^^) 

Pavaphalassa pagitthassa bhQino kammao’va,sesa vva i 
Santi dhuvam te’bhimaya neraiya, aha maihojja ii 351 II (1899) 

Accatthadukkhiya je tiriya-nara-naraga iti te’bhimaya | 
Tamnajao surasokkhappagarisasarisam na tain dukkham li352ll 

^ 1 % m (1^%^) 

3i^q%:T%qi % ^sfirq^i: i 

PSpaphalasya prakyisthasya bhoginah karmato’vaSesa iva i 
Santi dhruvam te’bhimata nairayikah atha matir-bhavet |135 111(1899) 

Atyarthaduhkhita ye tiryag-nara-naraka iti te’bhimatah \ 

Tad na yatah surasaukhyaprakarsasadpi^am natadduh.kh.am||352ii] 

■Trans. — 351-352 Like (the enjoyers of) the rest of Karmas, 
there are ( certainly ) some who ( have to suffer ) the result 
of great sins. They are really known as the denizens of hell. 
Here, it is not appropriate to assert that extremely miserable 
tiryancas and human beings are the denizens of hell. Because, 

( their ) miseries are not as extreme as the happiness of 
gods. ( 1899-1900 ) 

s^q qfqqj^^q gq 
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5iq?^iT^q?i'nq'K55^i^rRt 

i “ ^ ^ 

JTfS'Tr’i^^^Ttr^rjr’F^ ft^f^rirgr: i m 

^^-3rr?T4 ^ ccwttf 

?rR^5^«T^?J«TI# tof S?IT^^^5qq’5TT ? ifg I R, 

q^sfg|:i%gRTqfq T%qV^5^^TorT 
q^qqi; ^ qqfq i |5[fTE ^qf%-^qTi?^sqrq'K55^iT^%qr m^h:* 
?[%[fq q qqqfqfjfeRiqfq 

3rT^^-q^^TqT-^1[qqqq-^rf^^-^^:-|q5i5?T^§^^qTfq 

f^5yT^q;T55qi^rq^ qq;Rtt^qT^?5qig;, i^qtTq m- 

wgqT^«ir 5Eqq%qr^c^ qi^qfqfq i srrqqtsf^Tqqqiijqsq i 


im ^qq^nRq; i 

J% qgsrrqf qq:?ir!(tTrq^ q|fq^5^ l 

u ^qRiq^q |:?t 3 ^^^^ II ^ II 

ifq II n ( ) II 


D. Q. — Bhagavan: — Just as, there are tiryanoas and 
manusyas to enjoy the fruits of moderate sins, there do exist 
some who have to suffer the consequences of great sins. 
And take it for certain that they are none but Narahas. 

Akampita: — Since the excessively miserable tiryanoas and 
manmyas have to undergo the consequences of great sins, 
why not to take them as Narakas % 

Bhagavan-. — It is not so. Sufferers of the consequences of 
great sins ought to be miserable in all respects. 

Tiryanoas and manusyas cannot be said to be miserable 
in all respects as required in ease of Narakas. They are 
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entitled to various means of pleasure like light, shades of a 
tree, cool-breeze, river, and stream etc. On the other hand, 
various horrors of hell such as those of being killed, pierced, 
cooked, burnt, pressed, and dashed against stone-slabs are not 
experienced by tiryancas or manusyas. Only Narahas are 
doomed to undergo such afflictions. 

It should be noted in the agamas also that: — 

Satatamanubadhamuktam duhkham narakesu tivraparinamam | 
Tiryaksusna-bhaya-ksut-tridadiduhkham sukham calpam II 1 II 

Sukh-duhkha manujanam manah-^arira §raye bahuvikalpe | 
Sukhameva tu deva namalpam duhkham tu mansi bhavam || 2 1| 

[ Ndrakas have always to undergo the afflictions of exce- 
ssive effects. T%rycmcas have greater proportion of afflictions 
like heat, fear, hunger, and thirst etc and smaller proportion 
of happiness, manusyas have pleasures and pains ( almost in 
equal proportion ) pertaining to body and mind while gods 
have absolute happiness and very little misery ] li 351-352 
( 1899-1900 ) li 

^ \\\^\\\ 

Saccam cedamakampiya ! maha vayanao’vasesavayanam va i 
Savvannuttanao va anumayasavvannuvayanam va ii353ii ( 1901 ) 

il ii ( ) 

.Satyam eedamakampita ! mama vacanadavaSesavacanamiva I 
Sarvajhatvato va’numatasarvajhavaeanamiva || 353 || ( 1901 ) ] 

Trans. — 353 This is true. O Akampita ! because it is 
my statement. Or, ( it is true ) like other statements. Or, by 
virtue of ( my ) all-knowing faculty, ( it is true ) like the 
statement of an authorized omniscient. ( 1901 ) 
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V 

Igfe'trJ, IRH^II 

D. (7.*— -Accept the statement that Narahas exist as true. 

0 Akampita ! either because it is my statement, or, because 
it is as real as the other statements like those regarding your 
doubts etc, or, because it is the statement of an omniscient as 
great as your high-esteemed Manu, Jaimini etc. || 353 (1901) II 

I^RTSTT ^ I 

Bhaya-raga-dosa-mohabhavao saccamanaivaim ca | 

Saccam ciya me vaynam janaya maijhattha vayanam va ii354ii 

^ II II ( ) 

Bhaya-rsga-dvesa-mohabhavat satyamanatipati ca | 

Satyamevame vacanamjnayakamadhyasthavacanamiva ||354u(l902)] 

Trans . — 354 Everything that I say is certainly true and 
free from faults like words of an intelligent and impartial 
person, on account of the ( complete ) absence of fear, 
attachment, aversion and infatuation ( in me ). ( 1902 )f 

T% WTO I 

Kiha savvannu tti mai paccakkham savvasamsayaccheya i 
Bhaya-raga-dosarahio tallingabhavao Somma ! ii 355 a ( 1903) 

I ii ^hmi ( ) 


t Vide V. 1578. 
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Katham sarvajna iti matih pratyaksam sarvasam^ayacchedat | 
Bhaya-raga-dosarahitastallmga-bhavatah. Saumya ll 355 ll (1903)] 

Trans . — 355 You might ask “ How are you to be (accepted 
as) omniscient?” “Evidently because I remove all doubts and 
and because I am free from even the symptoms of the faults 
such as fear, attachment etc.” { 1903 ) 

^ mi 

^r^qi'T ^ 'kxn l 

II II ( ) 

D. 0. — If you doubt about my sarvajhatva, 0 Saumya ! 
you are not justified. For, since I have removed all your 
doubts and am prepared to remove them at present if you 
entertain any, I am sarvajha. 

Moreover, in the sentences such as “ iYa ha vai pretya 
ndrakah sanU ” etc you have suspected the existence of 
Ndrahas. But it is not so. The import of those sentences is 
that there are no Ndrakas everlasting like Meru etc. in the 
other world, but those who commit great sins in this world, 
would become Ndrahas in the next world. The sentences, 
therefore, mean to assert that no body should commit such sins 
lest they might become the denizens of hell after death. 

The Bhagavdn thus removed his doubts ll 355 ( 1903 ) || 
So, 

diHwoft >13?^ ft(f| sit ui: 

Chinnami samsayammi Jinena jara-maranavippamukkenam i 
So s^mano pavvaio tihi o saha khandiyasaehim ii 356 ii (1904) 
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[ 5r^T-?I^aifqRg%H I 

^ ^mt m il ll ( ) 

Chinne sam^aye Jinena jara-maranavipramuktena | 

Sa sramanahpravrajitastribhistu saha khandikasataih ||356ii(1904)] 

Trans . — 356 When the doubt was removed by the 
Tirihankara, who was entirely free from old age and death, 
that saint accepted the Diksa along with his three hundred 
pupils. ( 1904 ) 

End of the Discussion with the Eighth Ganadhara, 


c — M: if" 



Chapter IX 


Discussion with the Ninth Qanadhara 

^ 3T?T55^rq'l I 

^TfJr m #^rTf( #f^r n ^Hvs ii (?%oh) 

Te pavvaie soum Ayalabhaya agacchai Jinasagasam i 
Vaccami na vandami vanditta pajiuvasami ii 357 w ( 1905 ) 

[ m. lrsirs=^^¥rifrTssii^gi% i 

^ ^i^\^ II II ( ) 

Tan pravrajitan srutva’calabhrata”gacchati Jinasaka^am i 
Vrajami vande vanditva paryupase u 357 II 

Trans. — 357 Having heard that they had renounSfed the 
world, Acalabhrata comes before the Tirthankara. ( He 
thinks:- ) I may go, pay my homage, and worship him. (1905) 

qr q- m w 

Abhattho ya Jinenam jai-jara-maranavippamukkenam i 
Namenaya gottena ya savvannu savvadarisi nam ii 358 ll (1906) 

[ 3rTf^~5f^T-?i^iiFM5ri%^ i 

qiiqt q II II ( ) 

Abhasitasca Jinena jati-jara-maranavipramuktena | 

Namna ca gotrena ca sarvajiiena sarvadari&ina || 358 || ( 1906 ) ] 
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Trans. — 358 He was, then, addressed by his name and 
lineage by the Tirthankara, who was entirely free from birth, 
old age, and death, who was omniscient, and who had complete 
dariana ( undifferentiated knowledge. ) ( 1906 ) 

The Tirthankara then said: — 

%?rq?injr ^ (? V^) 

Kim manne punna-pavam atthi natthi tti sanisao tujjha 1 
Veyapayana ya attham na yanasi tesimo attho ii 359 it { 1907) 

|c[T3[Rf qiq q STRIRT II II ( ) 

Kim manyase punya-pape sto na sta iti samsayastava i 
Vedapadanam cartham na janasi te^mayamarthah ||359ii(1907)] 

Trans. — 359 What are you thinking about ? You entertain 
the doubt as to whether punya and papa exist or not. But, 
(ca) you do not understand the (real) meaning of the sentences 
of the Vedas. Here is their ( real- ) interpretation. ( 1 907 ) 

q qi I |F% I m q^qr^ i%^lq'TqTqq?q^ 

q^^ I qq ^qqqrfq qTq^-'‘pq 

fiq qqq^ — l^qi^ qqr fl^qqqq^ qqt q^qin i ^q 

q 5THI#Rraf^ qqq sqi^^qfqT% 11 II ( ?^°V9 ) 

D. C . — Your doubt about the existence of punya and 
papa is not justified. It is based on your hearing the sentences 
of Vedas bearing contradictory senses. The sentences are 
such as “ Puru^ evedam gnim sarvam ” etc. which have already 
been mentioned in the Second Ganadharavada. You have not 
grasped the real interpretation of those sentences. I, therefore, 
give their real interpretation as under ; — II 359 (1907) II 
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Mannasi punnam pavam saharanamahava do vi bhinnaim i 
Hojja iia va kammam ciya sabhavao bhavapavanco’yam ii360ll 

[ 'TTT ?rr«fT’(TO^r k ^rfr l 

n STT ?T?r5r«?^s^q; il ti ( ) 

Manyase punyam papain sadharananiathava dve api bhinne | 
Bhavednavakarmaiva svabhavato bhavaprapanoo’yam ll360|l(1908) 

Tmns.—5()0 Do you think pufiya alone or papa alone to 
exist ? Or, ( do you think them to be ) common, or even 
different ? Or, is it that Karma itself be absent, and the 
expansion of the whole of mundane world be natural? (1908) 

5rciT^:-<< ^ 

1^: HNTW 5’iq'TT’lT^^^^ # I 31?^ g 

?r?q% I »T^qf =q q^^q^^^3[tqT3[ 

D. G. — There are five different theories about the exis- 
tence of punya and papa as stated below : — 

(1) There exists punya alone and there is nothing 
like papa. 

(2) There exists papa alone and there is nothing 
like punya. 

(3) Punya and papa which happen to be the causes 
of sukha and duhhha respectively, exist in a combined 
State like a dark-blue jewel. 
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(4) Punya and papa are absolutely independent of 
each other. 

(5) There is nothing like Karma at all. The expansion 
of this mundane world is not due to Karma, hut it 
is natural. 

Now, since you have listened to all the above-mentioned 
five views, you are wavering between the five and raising the 
doubt about punya and papa. || 360 || ( 1908 ) 

Bach of the above-mentioned views is explained as 
follows 

f rofr i 

5(3^: II II ( 

Punnukkarisse subhaya taratamajogavagarisao hani i 
Tasseva khae mokkho patthaharovamanao || 361 ii ( 1909 ) 

q«=qTfi^twRT^ ll ii ( ) 

Punyotkarse subhata taratamayogapakarsato hanih I 
Tasyaiva ksaye moksah pathyaharopamanat it 361 U ( 1909 ) ] 

Trans . — 361 With the ( gradual ) rise in putiyas, welfare 
( is obtained ). With the gradual diminution, there is destruction. 
Being similar to the wholesome diet, when it is absolutely 
destroyed there is ( complete ) liberation. ( 1909 ) 

*i5rfti l i?- 
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qlqr q«qT|RTf^5i^ q q^qqg[ 5oqq^ % ii^^^ti iX%°%) 

D 0 . — The first case — viz, that puny a alone exists and 
there is nothing like papa — is discussed as follows: — 

That which purifies is called punya. With the gradual 
increase in punya, there is a gradual rise in happiness also, 
leading ultimately to Salvation which is the highest happiness. 
On the other hand, when there is a gradual decrease in punya, 
happiness also decreases and gradually begins to turn into 
misery, leading ultimately to the agony of hell. Finally, when 
there is entire diminution of punya, Jiva attains complete 
liberation, i. e it dies. This resembles the case of whole- 
some diet. 

Just as, by the gradual increase in wholesome diet, one 
becomes more and more healthy, so also by the gradual 
eminence of punyas, there is a gradual rise in happiness also. 
On the other hand, just as, when the wholesome diet is 
abandoned, the disease re-enters the body, and one becomes 
ill, so also when there is gradual diminution of punya, there 
is gradual diminution in happiness and re-generation of misery. 
Ultimately, by abandoning the wholesome diet entirely, one 
dies away. In the same way, by the entire destruction of punya, 
jiva attains complete liberation from this world. ||361|| (1909) 

Taking the second theory of papa, the author explains: — 

Pavukkarise’hamaya 1:aratamaiogavagarisao subhaya l 
Tass.eva khae mokkho apatthabhaltovamanao ii 362 « ( 1910 ) 
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Pspotkarse’dhamata taratamayogapakarsatah subhata I 
Tasyaiva ksaye mokso’pathyabhaktopamanat ii 362 || ( 1910 ) ] 

Trans. — 362 In ( case of ) the increase in papa, there is 
vileness; with gradual diminution ( of it ), ( there is ) welfare; 
and as in the case of the unwholesome diet, there is ( complete ) 
liberation (of the Jlva) when it is absolutely destroyed. (1910) 

i ?r«rr^“ 

I qiq^qi- 

q^fiHtT^riqsrr^T^, i^q f fq l q li ^ o ) 

Z>. G. — Those, who believe that there exists papa alone, 
and nothing like punya, put forward the same argument but 
in a reverse manner. According to them, just as disease 
develops with the increase in unwholesome diet, vileness in 
the form of miseries etc., also increases with the eminence of 
sins, leading ultimately to the agony of hell On the other 
hand, when the unwholesome food is being gradually given up, 
there is a gradual recovery of health. 

Similarly by the gradual diminution of sins there is 
a gradual re-generation of happiness leading ultimately to 
Salvation. Lastly, just as complete health is regained at 
the complete abandonment of the unwholesome food, there is 
complete attainment of moksa when the sins are completely 
removed. |1 862 ll ( 1910 ). 

Now, a third belief that punya and papa exist as sadhdrana, 
is explained : — 
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Saharanavannadi va aha saharanamahegamattae i 
Ukkarisa-vagarisao tasseva ya punnapavakkha li 363 ii ( 1911 ) 

Sadharanavarnadlvstha sadharanamathaikamatraya i 
Utkarsa-’pakarsatastasyaiva ca punyapapakhya II 363 || (1911)] 

Trans . — 363 Like joint-syllables etc, ( puny a and papa ) 
are combined with each other as one. And, by reason of 
eminence or diminution of it, it is known as punya or papa 
( respectively ). ( 1911) 

1^55 { I s^TTinor- 

qRi^ I ng 

m sr^ir- 

WT g’TmT5r’TT-«ir%;i mjwf\ 

srwit I srqtRqsfqjJo^^fg^^ TT'rT^qi K^^^ loqt- 

imh fm 11 ^^^ II (IW) 

D. G.-~ The theory is that papa and punya are not separate 
entities, but they are infused with each other as one like the 
two syllables joined together as one. Like a base metal of 
haritala or indigo^ wherein there is always one object mixed 
with, two colours or like, the Mecaka jewel or Narasinha etc, 
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puny'a-pdpa is also a mixed entity. Here, if some one raises 
the doubt that if it is one single entity, why is it known by 
two n&meB-pdpa and punya ? The answer laid down by them 
is this ; — On account of the increase in the constituent punya 
of the punya-pdpa entity, the name punya is given, while 
with the diminution of the constituent punya^ the entity is 
called papa. 

Similarly, when there is predominance of the element of 
papa it is called papa and vice versa. So, punya-pdpa is one 
and only one entity and does not exist separately. ii363ll (1911) 

Now, with regard to the remaining two theories, it has 
been laid down jas follows: — 

!3r# f ^ i 

Evam ciya do bhinnaim hojja, hojja va sabhavao ceva i 
Bhavasambhui, bhannai na sabhavao jao’bhimao ii 364 ii (1912) 

Hojja sahavo vatthum nikkaranaya va vatthudhammo va ? l 
Jai vatthum natthi tao’nuvaladdhio khapuppham va ii365ii (1913) 

[ I: I 

■" <» 

^ II II (iW) 

sri l \ 

n II ( 

Evameva dve bhinne bhavetam, bhaved va svabhavata eva l 
Bhavasambhutih, bhanyate na svabhavad yato’bhimatah 11 364 II 

Bhavet svabhavo vastu niskSranata va vastudharmo va ? I 
Yadi vastu nasti sako’nupalabdheh khapuspamiva |l365|| (1?13) ] 
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Trans. — 364-365 Similarly, ( some would believe that ) 
both are different { from each other ), or that the production 
of the mundane world would be due to ( nothing else but its ) 
svabhava only. ( In reply to that ), it is said that ( the production 
of the mundane world ) by virtue of ( its ) svabfmva, is not 
believable. And, Is that svabhava a ( definite ) object ? or 
causelessness { itself } ? or the property of an object ? If ( it 
is taken as ) an object, it is not { an object ), because it is 
non-apprehensible like a kha-puspa ( 1912-1913 ) 

I: 

3151511 fqHlfq 5'J^-'?iqi^^r 5fi5i^^|;%;-iilcr- 

^5flcr: I ^^gi: «T^lfq 

T%^5qi: I ^ ^ 5 ^(^ 5551 - 

=^Ri^^?5rig[ I m 5f^mi%?qr?TtT#^^ 

^^^151^ ^iw^^ili:, ^Timtl^ ^If^ra 

mnm ^51?’?!, R^^Roi^i ^i ^5rvii%si%H^ I 

JTiM^ 3i5q55?=^i^, ^ 5 ^qqrl[f^ ii n 

D. C . — According to some^ punya and pajsaare independent 
of each other, because sukha and duhkha which are their 
respective kdryas or consequences are not experienced at one 
and the same time. So, when kdryas are found to be indepen- 
dent of each other, their respective causes should also be 
independent of each other by anumdaa. 

Finally, there is one more theory that the expansion of 
this mundane world is not due to Karmas known as papa, nad 
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punya but on account of its own svahhdva. According to this 
theory, there is nothing like Karma. 

Your doubt has sprung up from five different opinions 
stated above. But that is not justifiable. For, out of those 
five theories, none except the fourth one is aoceptible. The 
expansion of hhava by means of its svahhdva as laid down in 
the fifth theory, is also not acoeptible. Because, in that ease, 
svahhdva should either be a definite object ( vastu ) or cause- 
lessness ( niskdranatd ), or the property of a definite object 
( vastu-dharma ). Since svahhdva is absolutely imperceptible 
like a hha-puspa, it can never exist as a definite object. || 364- 
365 II ( 1912-1913 ) 

Then, 

ft STf SiRqf f% ? I 

i\\\m 

sr g% inrsfr ftrsft i 

If JOT wW ftf , grT! 3TT ^ gT%W I 

5(^fRin3[3TT ffg w \\\ 

sTf sr^goTT ^ » 

ftrf^^OT ifoT ^ I 

^ qft^«rrriFrP»Tgf ^ \\\^\\\ 
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# r%?r T%ft?iT’3T i 

g<HTO# ’GfRsfr U II (\V<o) 

Accantamanuvaladdho vi aha tao atthi natthi kim kammam ? i 
lieu va tadatthitte jo nanu kammassa vi sa eva || 366 w { 1914 ) 

Kammassa vabhihanam hojja sabhavo tti hou ko doso l 
Painiyayagarao na ya so katta ghadasseva n 367 li { 1915) 

Mutto amutto va tao jai mutto to’bhihanao bhinno | 

Kamma tti sahavo tti ya jai va’mutto na katta to ii368ll (1916) 

Dehanam vomam piva, jutta kajjaio ya muttimaya | 

Aha so nikkaranaya to kharasingadao hontu « 369 ii ( 1917 ) 

Aha vatthuno sa dhamtno parinamo to sa kamma-jivanam i 
Punne-yarabhihano karana-kajjanumeo so ii 370 ii ( 1918 ) 

Kiriyanam karanao dehainam ca kajjabhavao i 

Kammam madabhihiyam ti ya padivajja tamaggibhui vva ii 37 1 II 

Tam dya dehainam kiriyanam pi ya subha-’subhattao I 
Padivajja punnapavam sahavao bhinnajaiyam II 372 ii ( 1920 ) 

ii II ( ) 

ll^^'SII 

m i 

STTS^^I ^ qjd ii^^cii 

3r«i ^ II II 

II II ( ) 
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^ I 

^ !Tfgqr?i^f ll^^^ll (l^\\) 

. ii ^vs^ n( ) 

Atyantamanupalabdho’pyatha sako’sti nasti kim karma i 
Hetur-va tadastitve yo nanu karmano’pi sa eva ti 366 || ( 1914 ) 

Karmano vabhidbanam bhavet svabhava iti bhavatu ko dosah 1 1 
Pratiniyatakarad na ca sa karta ghatasyeva li 367 1) ( 1915 ) 

Murto’miirto va sako yadi murtastato’bhidhanato bbmnab | 
Karmeti svabbava iti ca yadi va’murto na karta tatab ||368ii (1916) 

Debanam vyomeva, yukta karyadita^ca murtimatte i ^ 
Atba sa niskaranata tatab kbara^ringadayo bbavantu tl369|| (1917) 

Atba vastunah sa dbarmah parinamastatah sa karma-jtvayob i 
Pmaye-tarabbidbanah karana karyanumeyab sa n 370 ii ( 1918) 

Kriyanam karanato dehadinam oa karyabhavat I 

Karma madabbibitamiti ca pratipadyasva tvamagnibbutiriva U37 111 

Tadeva debadinam kriyanamapi ca §ubba’-^ubhaty§t I 
Pratipadyasva punya-pape svabbavato bhinnajatiye ||372|| (1920)] 

Trans , — 366-372 If it is extremely non-perceptible, why 
is it called svabhava and not V^arma ? The hetu that works 
in the existence of svabhava, works in case of Karma also. 
Or, what harm is there in taking svabhava as the synonym of 
karma ? And since it has a definite shape like ghata, it 
cannot be a doer just as sky is not ( the doer of ) bodies. 
( For ), the corporeal nature is justified on account of ( its ) 
being karya etc. Now, if that ( svabhava ) were causelessness 
( itself ), non-existent { objects like ) kharasrnga etc, would 
come into existence. If it is { taken as ) the property of a 
( definite ) object, then it would turn out to be the effect of 
Karma and jiva, and would be inferred as punya and papa by 
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means of karya and Kararia. So, like Agnibhuti, you, too, 
( shall have to ) accept ( the existence of ) Karma on account 
of actions as well as Karyas ( in the form of deha etc., ) and 
since Karma itself is the cause of good or bad ( in case of 
deha etc. ), as well as other performances, admit punya and 
papa as belonging to different species by their very svabhdva 
{ 1914-1920 ) 

'Tf^orw: 

f 55T^t I ^ ^ iT?f RcrT-fqsrif^^^^^f l^t, 

If f If I 

II I II ” 

^ fiif R3^ I mh f ^ “f 

If ; ff fifn^f , ^fl^f f f ?^Tf Iff fipf Torf ^ ^\- 
W3?[Tff II II 

( o ) 
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D. G — These verses have already been explained in details 
in the Second Oanadhara — vada.t The only point to remember 
in this connection is that punya and papa, the parincma of 
J\va and Karma, could be inferred from karana and karya. 

These two inferences are explained as follows: — 

( 1 ) Karananumana: — Just as in case of working of 
agriculture, rice, barley, and wheat etc. are reaped as crops 
( Kdryas ) at the end, punya and fdpa are also reaped as the 
parindmas of Jtva and Karmg. with actions like munificence 
etc. or violence etc. as their respective causes. 

It is, therefore, said that- 

“ Samasu tulyam visamasu tulyam satisvasaecapyasatisu saooa | 
Phalam kriyasvityatha yannimittam tad dehinam so’stinuko’pi 

dharmah II 

( 2 ) Kdrydnutimna .—Just as a potter accompanied by the 
materials such as earth, stick, wheel etc. happens to be the 
Karana of ghata, so also in case of Kdryas like s'artra etc. 
there is some cause or the other. The cause in this ease, is 
nothing but punya and papa in the form of good and bad 
deeds. In the production of ha/ryas like s'ar^ra etc., parents 
are no doubt visible causes, but along with them there are 
invisible causes in the form of good or bad deeds also. Other- 
wise, ugliness or fairness in various forms — in spite of their 
drsta hetu, viz, parents being the same — would never be 
accounted for. The karma therefore has two types ’.-Punya 
and papa. Good forms are the results of puriya and ugly 
ones are the results of papa. Hence it is said 

“ Iha drstahetvasambhavikaryavi^esat kulalayatna iva i 
Hetvantaramanumeyam tat Karma ^ubha’-^ubham kartuh u ” 

So, like Agnibhuti, you, too, shall have to accept the 
existence of Karma putting faith into the words of me — the 


f Vide pp. 86 tp 137 



:< 422 ;• 


Jinabhadra Gani’s 


[ The ninth 


omniscient. You shall also have to take it for certain that 
Karma is divided as -punya and papa, causing a variety of 
forms in deha etc. ii 366-372 || ( 1914-1920 ) 

The existence of punya and papa could be established in 
a different way 

vwioilt gaoi-iRif 

Suha-dukkhanam karanamanuruvatn kajjabhavao’vassam i 
Paramanavo ghadassa va karanamiha punna-pavaitn l|373ii (1921) 

II II 

Sukha-duhkhayoh karanamanurupam karyabhavato’va^yam i 
Paramanavo ghatasyeva karanamiha punya-pape ||373H (1921) ] 

Trans—?)!?) Just as molecules ( which act as ) the cause 
of ghaia resemble ghata, in the same way, happiness and 
misery, the Kjaryas have also their kararia viz, punya and papa, 
similar, to them. { 1921 ) 

( IW ) 

D. C. — Since Ttaramx is similar to Kdrya, the small particles 
of earth which make ghata resemble ghata, and punya and 
papa which are the hdrana of suhha and duhhha would resemble 
sukha and duhkha. || 373 n ( 1921 ) 

The opponent may now, raise the objection as follows 

STf ^ I 

w ft 1 3rf ^ ^ iii ^vs» u 
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Suha-duhkhakaranam jai kammam kajjassa tadanuruvam ca i 
Pattamaruvam tam pi hu aha ruvim nanuruvatn to »374 h (1922) 

^ wm II ^V9» II ( ) 

Sukha-duhkhakaranam yadi karma karyasya tadanurupam ca | 
Praptamarupam tadapi khalvatha rupi nanurupam tatah ||374|i ] 

Trans. — 374 If karma { were known as ) the cause of 
happiness and misery^ and if Karya ( were taken as ) simiiar 
to it, then, that ( i. e. karma ) also would certainly become 
formless, and if corporeal, it would not resemble ( the Karya ). 
( 1922 ) 

5^tT-TT'?T?Tr^ 

II II ( ) 

D. C. — If Karma composed of jpwnj/a and papa is accepted 
as the Karana of sukha and duhJiha, and if sukJia and duhkha 
are taken as similar to the Karma, Karma, which in fact is 
corporeal, would become formless like sukha and duhkha. 

On the other hand, if it is taken as corporeal, it will not 
resemble its karya, vtz, sukha and duhkha which are incorporeal, 
n 374 II ( 1922 ) 

Then, the Tirthankara Bhagavdn replies : — 

H ^17^# ftrsr ^ I 

r% ? ii^vshii (\\\\) 

Na hi savvahanuruvam bhinnam, va karanam, aha mayam te | 
K^im kajja-karanattanamahava vatthuttanam tassa ? «375ii,(1923) 
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[ 5r f| sr^r irg ^ I 

fk t II II ( 

Na hi sarvathanurupam bhinnam va karanam, atha matam te | 
Kim karya-karanatvamathava vastutvam tasya ? H 375 || ( 1923 )] 

Trans. — 375 The Imrana is neither similar nor dissimilar 
{ to the karya ) in all respects. Then, you might contend that 
“ How is its being a karya, karana or a ( definite ) object 
( justified ) ? { 1923 ) 

sTf qq ^ fq m ^ qq^ qq: qqw 

^rq¥3^q^q, mq qtf qq^F^^q^q qq^q ^em- 

^sq^^qqq qJFq^qr^, qqj^q q qjiqc^sjq^qifq qjiqtqi^ f% q%t 
qTq-qiFq^qq? q s:%fqq;Fq?qTri[, qjiqtqi^ %% i qV 
^T?q%l:s¥5qqTqqT^ q;i4w q^^r^ f% qiq q^q qJFq^q q^- 
?q^? q T%f^q;, §:qtqq q^^tl qiqi ^qinqqqfrfqfq i q^qi^ 
q^F^qiS^qqT, qqi^qqr qr ^iq-sRiqqqtt ii ii 

D. 0. — Karana is neither absolutely similar nor absolutely 
dissimilar to the Karyas. So, Karma cannot be called 
formless like its Karya viz, sukha and duhkha. 

Your doubt is based on your assumption that karana is 
exclusively similar or dissimilar to the karya. But you are 
not justified in your assumption. For, if Kdrarya were absolutely 
similar to Karya, it would turn out to be the karana of some 
other Karya also. 

Similarly, a karya taken as similar to a karana in all 
respects, would also become the Karya of another karana. 
Consequently, there will be no distinction between Karya and 
karana, and both would either become karana or karya. 

Since there is no difference between karya being a definite 
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object and a karana being a definite object, the exclusive 
difference between the two would also be out of place. Hence, 
Karya and hara/na are neither absolutely similar nor absolutely 
dissimilar to each other, but comparatively equal or unequal 
to each other. II 375 II ( 1923 ) 

The author states in objection to this and to its reply : — 

5f ^ q^:qsr3?r hhf ii 

Savvam tullatullara to kajjanuruvaya keyam ? i 

Jam Somma ! sapajjao kajjam parapajjao seso ii 376 il ( 1924 ) 

I ii ii ( ) 

Sarvam tulya'-tulyam yadi tatah karyanurupata keyam ? i 
YatSaumya! svaparyayah karyam paraparyayah ^esah H376||(1924,] 

Trans . — 376 “If everything is comparatively equal or unequal, 
then, in what way is Karya similar ( to karana ) ? For, 0 
Saumya ! Karya is the synonym and the rest autonym. (1924) 

55^^554 qi I mi ” 

qft q^r q 

^ir i^qi-sp^^cr^f, r%q^q 

fq^^ir ? I 3 r^= 5 q|-‘^ srmrqTf^ q>q I qq- 

q^qif; ^T^iT^q ^ 51 ^ '^qqqfqi, qjRfi qiiq^^fr- 
^i^qs^ql, ^q^rqqjTqMt qqfsfq ^^\h qjRor^q q^qqfqt, ifq 
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^ ^ K% 5ft5r-TTw4t»ii 31^^^- 

iim »T^f^ ^«rr=^ §53 ^^^- 

5o?i^5K?'5rs[5q?rfT; ^«it ^ f 
ar^^qmqr , srfg^rnT^rf^^fr: urat^ ^«it 

( {W ) 

D. C. — Bhagavan : — Not only karya and Haranob, but all 
objects of the Universe, are relatively equal and unequal and 
no object is absolutely equal or absolutely unequal. 

Acalahhrata : — If it is so, then, why do you try to establish 
particularly the similarity between karana and karya by saying 
that “ sttkha and duhhha are similar to karana etc. ? Still, 
however, if some object is absolutely similar to another, it may 
be justified to say so. But when nothing is similar or dis- 
similar in all respects, and everything is relatively equal or 
unequal according to you, then, how could it be said that 
Karana was similar to karya ? 

Bhagavan : — In spite of all objects being relatively equal 
or unequal, karya resembles hdrana because it is the synonym 
of karana, while other objects which are the autonyms of 
karana are dissimilar to it. 

Hence in the present case, sukha and duhkha are the 
synonyms of Karma the Tadra/na. The combination of j\va 
and jpunya is the cause of sukha, and that of j%va and pdfa 
is the cause of duhkha, just as siva, kalydna, s'uhha etc are the 
synonyms for sukha, the same are the synonyms for the 
punya-karmas also. 

Similarly, duhkha and its cause, the pdpa-karmas, have 
the same synonyms viz, os' iva, a-kalydna and a-s'ubha etc. 
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It is in this way, 0 Saumya ! that jpunya and papa are known 
as the harar^as resembling their Tcaryas viz sukha and duhkha. 
II 376 II ( 1924 ) 

The opponent may here ask as follows : — 

ft ^ I 

ftf (\w) 

K,im jaha muttamamuttassa karanam taha suhainam kammam i 
Dittham suhaikaranamannai jaheha taha kammam? ll377ii( 1925) 

fs ? II II 

Kim yatha murtamamurtasya karanam tatha sukhadinam karma | 
Dfistam sukhadikaranamannadi yatheha tatha karma ? ii 377 ii 

Trans. — 377 Is Karma the cause of sukha etc, as muria 
is the cause of amUrta ? ( And ) is Karma apprehended ( as 
the cause ) in the same way as food etc, are apprehended as 
the cause of happiness etc ? ( 1925 ) 

^R«ir 

2 II II ( 

D. C . — Just as a gem, garland, sandal-paste, woman, 
serpent, or a poisonous sting becomes the murta cause of the 
a-murta sukha and duhkha, should we accept Karma also 
whether good or bad-to be the murta and pratyaksa cause like 
food etc. ? II 377 II ( 1925 ) 


The answer is — 
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fi q <3 3gHTi<nm ft i 
?r^Roit 

H6u tayam ciya kim kammana, na jam tullasahananam pi i 
Phalabhedao soVassam sakarano karanam kammam ii378ll (1926) 

[ ^ I 

11 II ( ) 

Bhavatu tadeva kim karmana, na yat tulyasadhananamapi i 
Phalabhedatah so’vasyam sa-karanah karanam karma ||378 ii(1926)] 

Trans. — 378 ( The opponent may argue further that). “ Let 
that ( i. e., food etc. ) be the cause of happiness etc.” but what 
( is the use ) of Karma ? That is proper. In spite of there 
being equal materials, the difference m results has certainly 
( some ) reason which is ( nothing but Karma. ) ( 1926 ) 

I p^T’siTf?- 

sH=;^5r^tid; i ^ 

II 11 ( ) 

D. C. — Acalabhrata : — Since food etc are directly apprehen- 
ded, they could be taken as the causes of suhlia, duhkha, but 
what is the purpose of assuming Karma, which is absolutely 
imperceptible to be the cause ? 

Bhagavan: — Persons having the same sddhanas like anna 
etc are found to enjoy different phalas like sukha and duhkha. 
In spite of their taking the same food, some people look glad 
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while others appear gloomy. This sort of phata hJieda is 
significant and is due to good or bad karma, li 378 « ( 1926 ) 

The murtata of Karma is now explained as follows:-— 

q# cr 5^ iff! f ^*1 I 

Etto cciya tain muttam muttabalahanao jaha kumbho I 
Dehaikajjamuttaio vva bhanie puno bhanai || 379 li ( 1927) 

[ ^ ^«rr i 

II II ( ) 

Etasmadeva tad murtam murtabaladhanato yatha kumbhah | 
Dehadikaryamtirtadita iva bhanite punarbbanati Ii379|l (1927)] 

Trans. — 379 On account of that reason, it is nuirta like 
ghata, on account of its ( capacity of ) strengthening the body, 
or on account of the Mryas like deha etc. being mUrta. When 
thus told, he speaks again. ( 9127 ) 

I s?r4<iTr^ qqt ii^vs<j,ii (^<^q\3) 

D. 0. — The murtatva of Karmas is explained in various ways- 
1. Since the difference in phalas in ease of those having 
the same sadhanas is due to Karma, the karma should 
be taken as murta. 
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2. Karma is murta, because like ghata, it strengthens the 
Icaryas like body etc. 

3. Just as ghata is murta^ because it is strengthened by the 
murta objects like oil, etc, Karma is also murta, because 
it is also nourished by the objects like flower-garlands 
and sandal-paste etc. 

4. Just as the partnamas of ghata are murta, because ghata 
is murta, the Tcarma is also murta, because its haryas like 
s'arira etc are murta. || 379 ii ( 1927 ) 

When thus answered by the Ttrthahkara, the opponent 
argues again — 

5ft ft If ifni g^<ii3ft f ^ I 

"T SBIWlwraif’?:# fft ? uncoil 

To kim dehainam muttattanao tayam havai muttam | 

Aha suha-dukkhainam karanabhavadaruvam ti ? ii 380 ii ( 1928 ) 

Tatah kim dehadinam murtatvatastad bhavati mtirtam | 

Atha sukha-duhkhadinam kStranabhavadarupamiti ? 1|380||(1928)] 

Trans. — 380 Then does it become murta because of the 
corporeal nature, deha etc ? Or, is it incorporeal because of 
sukha-duhkha etc, ( being incorporeal ) ? ( 1928 ) 

3Rf?r5, 

flRT-sl|^RT¥qT5*T'qsTTfT 31^ ^ 

II ( ) 

p. Q . — By accepting your argument, Karma will become 
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murta as well as a~murta. It will be murta because its 
kdryas like deha etc are murta. At the same time, it will be 
called a-murta also, because its hdryas and the jiva-parindmas 
such as sukha, diihhha, krodha, mdna etc are a-murta. In such 
a case, should we take Karma as murta ov a-murta f (1380|| (1928) 

Bhagavdn replies; — 

^ if f ^ T%?§ I 

Na sahainam heu kammam dya kintu tana jivo vi | 

Hoi samavaikaranamiyaratn kammam ti ko doso?ll381ll (1929) 

it ^ \\\^\\\ 

Na sukhadtnam hetuh karmaira kintu tesam jivo’pi i 
Bhavati samavayikaranamitarat karme’ti ko dosah ? |1381|1 (1929) ] 

Trans . — 381 Karma is not the only cause of happiness 
etc, but jiva is also their intimate cause Karma is the opposite 
one. What difficulty will arise { in such a case ) ? ( 1929 ) 

JT 

5iT%?:?^GIsriPt^RaT it 

^ ir% I! II ( ) 

D. Q. — Karma is not the only cause of sukha, dtihkha etc. 
Really speaking, Jiva is the intimate cause of sukha etc and 
Karma is merely an accidental cause. Hence, on account of 
the a-murtatva of the kdryas, viz sukh, dulikha etc their intimate 
cause viz jiva does become a-murta but Karma being merely an 
accidantal cause does not become a-murta. So, there will be no 
difficulty as regards karma being accepted as murta. ii381u(1929) 
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Now, refuting the first assertion that the abundance of 
miseries is due to the diminution of punya, the author states — > 

ST I 

ii ii ( ) 

lya ruvitte suha-dukkha karanatte ya kammuno siddhe i 
Pumavagarisamettena dukkhabahulattanamajuttam ||382|| (1930) 

II II { ) 

Iti rupitve sukha-duhkhakaranatve ca karmanah siddhe H 
Punyapakarsamfitrena duhkhabahulatyamayuktam ||382ii (1930)] 

Trans . — 382 When Karma is proved to be mJirta and 
( at the same time ) established as the cause of sukha-dahkha 
( the theory that ) the abundance of miseries is due to the 
diminution of virtuous actions, will fail. ( 1930 ) 

II II iX^^o) 

D. C . — Now that the theory of svabhdva has been refuted 
and the existence of a murta karma as the cause of sukha and 
duhhha^ has been established we can easily refute the theory 
that the abundance of miseries is caused by the diminution of 
punyas H 382 ii ( 1930 ) 

Ht^?cp:qTrK^wf 

Kammappagarisajaniyam tadavassam pagarisanubhuio | 
Sokhhappagarisabhui jaha punnappagarisappabhava ||383u (1931) 
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Karmaprakarsajanitam tadavasyam prakarsanubhuteh i 
Saukhyaprakarsabhutiryatha punyaprakarsaprabhava il 383 || 

Trans. — 383 Just as the experience of the abundance of 
happiness is caused by the abudance of virtuous actions, the 
experience of the abundance of miseries is also produced by 
the abundance of sinful actions. { 1931 ) 

mi ii w 

( ) 

D. O. — Abundance of miseries is not due to the want of 
virtuous actions but it is due to the abundance of sinful 
actions, just as abundance of happiness is due to abundance 
of virtuous deeds, and not due to the diminution of sinful 
deeds. || 383 || ( 1931 ) 

Moreover, 

Taha bajjhasahanappagarisangabhavadihannaha na tayam i 
Vivanyabajjhasahanabalappagansam avekkhejja ti 384 ll ( 1932 ) 

[ mi ^ I 

II II ( ) 

Tatha bahyasadhanaprakarsangabhavadihanyatha na tat | 
Viparitabahyasildhanabalaprakarsamapekseta || 384 ii (1932)] 

Trans. — 384 It is so on account of the abundance of 
external elements also. { For ), otherwise, it would not require 
the excessive force of the external ( as well as ) opposite 
elements. ( 1932 ) 
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?r«ii ^ l if 

^ mfh \ i^t ? |t^5r |5?nf-^[irif^ 

f T«i??rTf~< 5o?iTf ^^msrsr?^ 

5 fT^'^WRT- 

nr^TT^^Rt ^ ^R«lf m 

I |f?{5r 5'J^if^l?TR5r?4 

^fT SO^f^srR^gTfRTIf^rR^IN^^fRT^ir |S- 

D. G . — Abundance of miseries to the various beings in 
this world is not merely caused by the diminution of punya- 
karmas but by the abundant force of various external elements 
like forbidden food also. If it were not so, it would have been 
caused only by the diminution of prescribed food etc ( to be 
attained by punya-karmas ) and would never have depended 
upon the abundant force of the external but opposite elements 
like forbidden food etc ( to be attained by pdpa-karmas ) 

The main purport of the above argument is this: — ^If 
dehatva were to be generated by means of the diminution of 
punya-karmas only, it would have been produced only on 
account of the lack of external materials like istdhdra etc. 
But it is not so, as it is produced by the increasing force of 
the external but opposite materials like anistdhdra as well, 
ll 384 II ( 1932 ) 

And, 

Deho navacayakao punnukkarise va muttimattao i 

Hona va sa hinatarao kahamasubhayaro mahallo ya? ||385|| (1933) 
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[ i|f|TrT^T^ I 

Deho napacayakritah punyofckarsa iva murtimattvat i 
Bhaved va sa htnatarakah kathamaaubhataro mahan^ca ? li385ii 

Trans. — 385 Since body is corporeal like the abundant 
punya karmas, it is not produced by ( means of ) diminution 
( of punya karmas ). Or, if it is so, it should be small. ( For-) 
how is a huge and ( at the same time ) splendid ( body 
available ) ? { 1933 ) 

■qqiiTsr^F^rt ^ ^ h # 5 ( 7 , ^ 5<iqT. 

«T^^iTT^ur ^it 5r%, ^ m 

I ^it ^ 5 %i^T* l 

II ^c\ II ( {%\\ ) 

D. C. — Since the bodies of anuttara gods including the 
Supreme Ruler of the World are murta, they are not produced 
by the diminution of punya harmas. In the same way, bodies 
like that of a miserable elephant etc are also not produced by 
the dimimution of punya karmas only as they are murta. For, 
that which has been produced by the diminution can never 
be murta. 

Still however, if a body is ever produced by diminution 
of punyas, it must be exquisitely feeble and auspicious. Because 
a body which is huge and at the same time auspicious, is 
produced by the accumulation of punyas, while that which is 
huge but in-auspicious is produced by the accumulation of 
papas. Hence, a body produced even by a small quantity of 
punyas must necessarily be happy and never unhappy. Just 
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as, from a small lump of gold a small but golden pot is made 
but not an earthen or a copper one, similarly, a body produced 
even from a small accumulation of punym is always happy 
though small in form. 1) 385 I) ( 1933 ) 

Refuting the second and third theories, the author states — 

q# ft i 

^ n u ii ( ) 

Evam dya vivartyam jQejja savvapavapakkhe vi I 

Na ya saharanaruvam kammam takkaranabhava ii 386 1) ( 1934 ) 

q q ^ (l ii ( ) 

Evameva viparttam yojayet sarvapapapakse’pi i 

Na ca sadharanarupam karma, tatkaranabhavat || 386 tl ( 1934 ) 

Trans. — 386 The same ( argument ) should also be applied 
to the theory of exdusive papas, ( but ) in a reverse manner. 
And, ( there is ) nothing like a common karma ( containing 
pmya and papa together ) because of the absence of its cause. 
( 1934 ) 

j qqqr-'iiqrT'isR^qiqsrf^^ m qi'n^qr- 

3rf^ s'jq-'TT^ I w* 2 ^ q q 

^OTI I m q^q:--?rT% siqqi- 

ii il ( ) 
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D.*G . — In case of the theory that everything is jJdEjpa and 
there is nothing like punya and that 'mhha is also produced 
by the diminution of papa, the same argument stated above 
should be applied but in a reverse manner in this way: — 
Since even a small portion of papa produces dnhhha like a 
small particle of poison, it could never be said that suhha is 
produced by the diminution of papa. Even a fraction of 
happiness is produced by punya and never by papa and so 
on. These arguments clearly indicate that punya and papa 
are absolutely separate entities producing suhha and dvhhha 
respectively. 

So, both could never be taken as one combined entity as 
laid down in the third theory. Such a combined Karma has 
no hetu whatsoever. And hence, like a son to a barren woman 
it is entirely impossible, ii 386 II ( 1934 ) 

In support of the argument, the author continues — 

Kammam joganimittam subho’subho va sa egasamayammi i 
Hojja na u ubhayaruvo kammam pi tao tayanuruvam ii387ii (1935) 

ii ^<5vs n ( 

Karma yoganimittam ^ubho’^ubho va, sa ekasamaye | 

Bhaved natubhayarupah karma ’pi tatastadanurupam ||387|| (1935)] 

Trans . — 387 Karma is caused by contact which is either 
auspicious or inauspicious at one time, but never in both the 
forms. So, Karma is also similar to it. ( 1935 ) 
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^\^^^ sr«?T^, ^ \\\^^\\ 

( ) 

D, O. — Perversion ( mithyatva ) incontinence ( a-virati ) 
stupidity ( Jcasaya ) idleness ( pramada ) and contact ( yoga ) 
are the various causes of karma-handha. Out of these, yoga 
or contact with the outer world is the principal cause. This 
contact is divided as. 1. Bodily contact, 2 Mental contact and 
3 the Contact of Actions, It is either s'uhha or a-s'uhha at one 
time, but never in a combined state of s'uhhas'uhha at the 
same time. 

Now, since this yoga is the karana and karma, the karya, 
the latter shoul be similar to the former. Hence, there cannot 
exist a karma containing punya and papa combined together. 
When there pervades a-s'uhha yoga the s'uhha Karma-vx the 
form of virtuous deeds-is produced and when there is a-s'uhha 
yoga, the a-s'uhha karma of sinful deeds is produced. 

But Karma could never exist in a combined state of 
s'ubhas'uhha as yoga never exists in a combined state. ||387||(1935) 

Now the author states an objection and its reply— 

^ ft UHVftFT I 

«ftsi =i 5 ii^c<ii(?w) 

Nanu mana-vai-kaoga subhasubha vi samayammi disanti i 
Davvammi misabbavo bhavejja aau bhavakaranammi||388ii(1936) 

^ 5 II II ( ) 

Nanu mano-vak-kayayogah SubhaSubha api samaye dreSyante \ 
Dravye miSrabhavo bhaved na tu bhavakarane || 388 || ( 1936) ] 



Vfida] 


Gariadhamvada 


< 439 :• 


Trans. — 388 “Even saMa and contacts pertaining 

to mind speech and body are perceived at ( the same ) time. ” 
“ The state of mixture would be ( possible ) in ( case of ) abs- 
tract ( ones ). ” ( 1936 ) 

|T% I 1 f 

mik rl:i%^sfq s^qf r- 
5r^^?S5Tfqq^Ri^«ii T%«i¥iTqj, 3 

qT^‘-q5R'qt»iR5r?5q;ri«qq^R^^ msiqj# ^ 1 sr^^rf^* 

jn?T:-5;5?|qtijt 5?Tq|TRT^^^5T 1 

^5fq qi q^^f^RT-^^qnqqqSq;- 

sesq^qroTRfq i^Tiq^qR^rrorf qfqlqrwqrg;^* q^-qr^-^rq- 
5[oqqtqfqq?qqT«qqq[Tq^^ 3 qiq^^St qrq^it ^qriiq^qt 

fq^qqqqSq^qqrq^sq fqq[%qRT^ 1 q fk i^i-q- 
qis^qqRq^qRifq gq^qT iqTiqRqqqtq^qiq^q^^qt^ 
^f^q#q^, ^HRqqRq^^ qiq^^r i^ir^qR 
mm I qw?. qiq^TF qr qq^ ^ g ft«ij 1 

qq: ^qlfq q^Rq S^q^q mwi qf ^ 5 ^q^q- 
fqf^ %q^(; II \<^<: II ( ) 

D. G. — Acalahhrata: — The combined state of s'ubha and 
a-s'uhha contact of mind, takes place when one thinks of 
offering munificence etc, but not according to the prescribed 
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rules. That belonging to speech takes place when the obser- 
vances of deeds like munificence etc, are advised but against the 
proper rules. 

The mis^rabhdva of the bodily contact is apprehended 
when a person actually performs the ceremony of worship and 
bowing down etc, to the Ttrthah&aras without following the 
prescribed customs. 

In this way, it is quite easy to apprehend the three 
types of yogas in a mixed state of s'uhha and a-s'ubha at the 
same time. 

Bhagavan: — Your assumption is wrongly based. Yoga 
comes into existence in two ways — ( 1 ) By virtue of the 
contact with concrete substance and ( 2 ) by means of contact 
with abstract (objects). The concrete substances that come into 
contact with mind, speech, and body and the process of arousing 
mind, speech and body, form the dravyor-yoga; while the mental 
effort which acts as the cause of contact on the part of both-*, e. 
substance as well the prooess-is known as the hhdva-^yoga. 

The composite state of s'uhha and a-s'uhha taken together 
is possible is case of dravya-yoga of all the three varieties 
belonging respectively to mind, speech, and body-from the 
practical point of view. But it is never possible in case of 
hhdva-yoga. It is important to note, therefore, that from the 
practical point of view, the mis'rahhdva of s'uhha and a-stibha 
combined together may be admitted in case of dravya-yoga^ but 
it is never possible in case of dravya-yoga of definite assertion. 

In case of hhdva-yoga, the m%s'robhdva is neither possible 
from the practical point of view nor with regard to definite 
assertion. 

Moreover in dgannas also, there is no mention of the 
composite state of s'ubhds'vbha-yoga, as a third variety coming 
after s'uhha and a-s'uhha varieties of mental effort. Hence, 
in case of hhdva-yoga, there cannot exist a mixed entity of 
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s'uhhd’s'itbha-yoga but either a s'uhha-yoga or as'uhha-yoga is 
possible. On account of the same reasons. Karma is also 
formed of s'uhlia or a-s'ubha deeds separately, but never of 
s'ubha and a-s'ubha combined together, ii 388 it ( 1936 ) 

And, 

JT 3: m ft I 

Jhanam subhamasubham va na u misam jam ca jhanavirame vi i 
Lesa subha’subhava subhamasubham va tao kammam ii389ii(1937) 

err w? ii ii 

Dhyflnam Subhamasubham vil natu misramyaccadhyanavirame’pi 1 
Lesya SubhS’Subha v3L SubhamaSubham va tatah karma || 389 )| 

Trans. — 389 Meditation is either auspicious or in-auspi- 
cious but never composite ( of both ). For, even at the end 
of meditation, the conflict is either subha or a-sabha. Hence, 
karma is also either ( of ) virtuous ( type ) or ( of ) evil ( type ). 
( 1937 ) 

Rffsq;, 

sfq i^rr^ ^ 

511 ^ 3 mw* I ^Ti^^qRf^i^ 5 rhR^3[t 

l4 II II (1%^^) 

D. C . — It has been laid down in the dgamas that dhydna 
is either s'ubha i. e. inspired by a religious or guileless motive 
or a-s'ubha %. e. inspired by vile or dreadful motive at one 
time, but it could never be inspired by both the motives at the 


60 
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same time. Even at the end of dhyana, the conflict at work 
is spoken of either as s'ubha ( i. <?. dominated by lustrous and 
such other characterstics) or as a-s'uhha ( i. e. dominated by ill- 
ominous elements) but it could never be known as s'ubha' -^vhlia. 

The hhava-yogas are composed of meditations as well as 
the conflicts. So, hhava-yogas are also either s'ubha or 
a-s'uhha separately but never mis'ra. Consequently, Karma 
should also be taken either as s'ubha or a-s'ubha taken sepa- 
rately and never as s'ubha' s'ubha taken together. t|389|| (1937) 

Moreover, 

Puvvagahiyam ca kammam parinamavasena misayam nejja | 
lyareyarabhavam va samma-micchaim na u gahane Ii390u (1938) 

Purvagrihitam ea karma parinamavasena misratam nayet i 
Itaretarabhavam vH samyak-mithyatve natugrahane H390||(1938)] 

Trans.— Z% A pre-apprehended Karma may attain the 
composite state, on account of fruition or may alternately turn 
itself true or false. But ( that is ) not ( so ) at the time of 
( new ) apprehension. ( 1939 ) 

STT ^ %m^Tf q:tr??iTR 

^ l 
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D. C. — The composite state of Karma could be explained 
in this way also: — A Karma, which is apprehended previously 
may attain s'uhha, a-s'vhlia or mis'ra condition or it may also 
turn itself better or worse. The later pure parindtnas would 
purify the previous evil pudgalas and turn them right, while ^ 
on the other hand, impure parinamas would spoil the previous 
virtuous pudgalas by means of excessive heights of sentiments 
etc and turn them guile. Thirdly, the parinamas which are 
half-way between purity and impurity, would turn the Karma 
into a composite state of virtue and vice. 

In this way, with regard to Karma of former existence, 
three states-v«« s'uhha, a-s'ubha and s'uhhas'uhha — are possible. 
But, at the time of new apprehension of Karma, the pa/rirmma 
is not able to form a composite Karma of punya and papa 
combined together and hence there are only two states. 

II 390 II ( 1938 ) 

Now, the process of changing virtue into vice, and vice 
versa referred to above, is explained as follows: — 

^ u \Vi II ( > 

Mottuna auyam khalu damsanamoham carittamoham ca i 
Sesanam pagainam uttaravihisamkamo bhaj|o ii 391 il ( 1939 ) 

MuktvH fiyuskam khalu darSanamoham caritra moham ea i 
feesfinam prakritinamuttaravidhisamkramo bhfljyah it 391 1|1939)] 

Trans . — 391 Excepting the ( constituents belonging to ) 
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ayuh.f infatuation of darsana, { undifferentiated knowledge ) 
and infatuation of caritra ( right conduct ), transformations of 
the latter parts of the remaining characteristics should be 
accepted. ( 1939 ) 

. ira ir% 3:s- 

mnfq '^3irkrpT?f??Ttt ^ 

JTf ?fTJn^[, !3^=sr 

^i3i;rTt4 srgRT-^T! T%55 irRT^^iii’T 2 f^-^?§^R^iii;r^^- 
^^F^^^2if5l5-fTr«^TRR’T~i5’^-|5rH-?ET5So[-W'ilff^=^55c|;T-sip- 
^f-»T^R-RTTkr~5??f^Rq3f^^?5qTJ ^TH^RT^f; pqfRR 
3TOf?rq;, f^%^^3;55qfRf^5ir?fR?^?q ^mt 

q^T |rRTq5[opT2tq;F^^Mr^ q%RTq^nt pirRmoiT^f^r, 

^Rfq qf^f RmoT I qr^ tqr 3rgqqf?5?RRT^rT 

qRiTRRRq^qqRT H 

RqRqiJTiqf q^m^TT,* ^5 ?t 

^ 3 I ^:q fqR: I 

iRTisf^iT ^«rRTR^T?q^^ II II II 

D. Q — The process of prakriti samkrama ( mutual trans 
formation of various characteristics ) is explained as follows: — 


■f Ayuh Karma. 
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(1) Prahriti-samhrama is not possible in case of original 
'prakrits like jhandvarana etc. But in ease of characteri- 
stics which are acquired later on, mutual transition does 
take place even though they are not different from their 
respective original characteristics. 

(2) Four varieties of the characteristics of dyuh, and the 
infatuations of dars'ana and cdritra ( right conduct ) are 
exceptions to the above rule. In spite of these prahriiis 
being a-hhinna from their respective original prakritis, 
they do not undergo mutual transition. 

(3) There are 47 utta/i'a-prahritis, which undergo mutual 
transition. They are enumerated as follows: — 5 types 
of jhdndvavanas, 9 types of dars'andvaranas, 16 types 
of dullness; perversion, fear, contempt, the characteristic 
of lustre, the kdrmana characteristic; 4 characteristics 
of colour etc; one that is neither too long nor too short; 
characteristics of destruction and construction; and 5 types 
of obstruction ( antardya ). 

All these 47 uttara-prakritu of definite bcindha, always 
undergo mutual transition e. gf., out of five types of yhdndvararMs 
noted above, the s'ruti-jhcmdvarana could be transformed into 
tnaU-jhdndvarana and vice versa. 

In case of other prakritis that have not been actually 
bound up, one that has no proper handha may be transformed 
into one having proper handha, but the process does not work 
vice versa, i. e. a prakriti of proper handha does not change 
into a prakriti without handha. 

This is the process of prahnti-samkrama. The process 
of transition in case of other prades'as etc is understood from 
the sentence: — 

“ Mula prahrityabhmndsu vedyamandsu samkra/mah hhavati ” 
etc. implying that when they are known to be similar to the 
original prakritis they undergo transformation. || 391 || ( 1939 ) 
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The separate characteristics of 'punya and papa, are now 
explained — 

qr# ^ ^Tfi|5Rr ^ it w 

Sohanavatinaigunam subhanubhavam ca jam tayam punnam i 
Vivariyamao pavam na bayaram naisuhumam can 392 ii (1940) 

[ ^5iT5r^irff^5«JT ^ I 

TN ^ ^ ii il ( ) 

Bobhanavarnadigunam s'ubhjlnubhavam ca yat tat punyam i 
Viparttaniatah papam na badaram natisuksmam ca ||392|| (1940)] 

Trans. — 392 ( A karma ) possessed of properties like 
bright colour etc and good fruition is called punya. Papa is 
( exactly ) opposite to it. ( Both of them are ) neither too 
huge nor too subtle, ( 1940 ) 

3rg3f?f^«TT^ i m I 

ii \%R ii ii 

D. 0 . — A Karma having splendid colours, odour, taste, 
and touch, is known as punya. Papa is opposite to punya. 
So, its colour etc. are dull and has no good fruition. Both of 
them are neither too huge like Meru etc nor too minute like 
paramanu, because they are produced by the multiplication of 
various harmas. || 392 11 1940 ) 

finff rtssftn gkdt 5rft ^>qswiit 1 

II II ( \w ) 
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Qinhai tajiogam ciya renum puriso jaha kayabbhango i 
Egakkhettogadham jivo savvappaesehim ii 393 ll ( 1941 ) 

w ii ( ) 

Grinhati tadyogyameva renum puruso yatha kyitabbyangah I 
Bkaksetravagfidham jivah sarva-pradesaih ii 393 ti ( 1941 ) ] 

Trans. — 393 Just as a person besmeared with oil, catches 
dust from the same region, the Soul also catches ( a substance ) 
which is worthy of that ( Karina ), and situated in the same 
region, by means of all ( its ) regions. ( 1941 ) 

I qqr ’ilirr^ 

m ^ mm I 

I? q wr%, q 1 ^— 

qqf qT|qq«JrT?q qrfq 11 Ml 

3 q?irqqnt: qfgTfqgt qrf^ q 54 rr%, 

?iqiHtq!irq«M^sJTT^q 11 11 ( ) 

D. O. — The Soul catches only that substance which suits 
multitudes of pdpa-harmas and punyor-karmas. So, it does 
not apprehend those like paramdnus and auddrika etc. which . 
are absolutely unfit. Secondly, the Soul accepts those substan- 
ces only, if they are situated in the same region as that of 
the Soul and none else. So, just as a person besmeared with 
oil etc catches dust, the Soul also being affected by rdga-dvesa, 
etc, catches purposely a proper substance by the help of all 
its regions. 
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It has therefore been said that — 

Egapaesogadham sarvapaesehim kammuno joggam l 
Bandhai jahuttaheum saiyamanaiyam vfivi || 

[ EkapradesavagSdham sarvapradesaih karmano yogyam | 
Badhnati yathoktahetu sadikamanadikam vapi ] II 393 11(1941) 

At this stage, the opponent raises an objection — 

Avisitthapoggalaghane loe thunatanukaramapavibhago I 
Jujjejja gahanakale subha’subhaviveyanam katto ? ii 394 ii (1942) 

Avisistapudgalaghane loke sthulatanukarmapravibhagah i 
Yujyeta, grahanakale subha’subhavivecauam kutah ? Il394||(1942)] 

Trans. — 394 In ( the midst of ) the world which is crowded 
with common pudgalas, divisions of coarse ( sthula ) and subtle 
( suksma ) karmas would be justified ; ( but ) at the time of 
apprehension, how would the distinction of auspicious and in- 
auspicious be justified. ( 1942 ) 

“JT STRt 

?-h q^^^Tf^rqT^: i 

fqtrqir 

II II ( ) 
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D. G. — This world is entirely filled with multitudes of 
common pudgalas scattered in all etherial regions without any 
distinction of s'uhha and a-s'ubha. When jiva apprehends 
these pudgalas it is able to recognize them as neither too 
sthula, nor too suksma, as jtva is not able to recognize sthula 
and suksma pudgalas. 

In such a case, it is possible that j^va is able to under- 
stand the distinction of sthula and sulcsma. But how is the 
distinction of s'uhha and a-s'ubha justified when jtva tries to 
apprehend the Karma-'pudgalas ? ii 394 II ( 1942 ) 

The reply is — 

srftfel ^ Hr 'TftormT-sjHTOvrTf sn i 

=3frwT n\Vi\\ 

Avisittham ciya tarn so parinama-”sayasabhavao khippam i 
Kurute subhamasubham va gahane jivo jahaharam ||395|| (1943) 

sfT WSsfRq; n II ( ) 

Avisistameva tat sa parinama’-srayasvabhavatah ksipram | 
Kurute subhamasubham vagrahanejivoyatha”-haram il395ll(1943)] 

Trans . — 395 It is common no doubt. ( But ) at the time 
of apprehension, the Soul turns it into subita or a-subha 
immediately, by virtue of its nature of resort and fruition as 
in case of food. ( 1943 ) 

^ f5:fqw- 
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^T qf^«irT^s«q5rm^«3:^ii: ^^«»r{ i^t- 

srr ^ #5fq 

l«iT-s5^T¥rRmr«r^^^ ^ ’qtT?rmH%^s^gr, 

^^n-s^^rqf^oTHTifjsr^srlf^^T l 

5rf^-f^«f^-555fIIiT%%5q^, 5I^?5T5im5T“5I|- 

UTIifl^^q ^ ^ioTt ^ I 

'^-— 

iiiq^riT^i^jr gnr ^^^^^ 

^ff^^Tiir^sfir muw \ II 

STT^q'WT^It 51T^ »Tti? 3if|?Tt I 

sTT^w^^iq; 3ifi^ ^ II ^ II 
^qnfii^ ^ ,^T^dT fig I 

fzi N^^or ^grg n ^ n |f^ n 

II ^V\ II ( KW ) 

Z>. C. — Although these multitudes of Karmas are not 
distinguished as s'vbha or a-s'uhha originally at the time of 
apprehension, j^va immediately turns them s'uhha or a-s'uhha 
on account of parindma as well as ds'raya. Jiva is the d^raya 
of Karma which again is the ds'raya of s'uhhatva and Or-s'uhha- 
tva. By the help of this ds'raya svahhdva as well as the 
'parindma, jiva apprehends Karma. So, at the time ef appre- 
hension, s'uhhatva or a-s'uhhatva of Karmas depends upon 
s'uhha or a-s'uhha parinama produced by jiva. 

Jiva apprehends karma as s'uhha or a-s'uhha by virtue 
of its ds'raya-svabhdva. So, when Karma is apprehended by 
jiva accompanied by s'uhha or a-s'uhha parindma, it is recognized 
either as s'uhha or a-s'uhha karma. As in the case of dhdra, 
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the karma-pttd galas also immediately undergo change in their 
original nature in the present condition and the future conse- 
quences. In the same way, small or big portions of various 
regions of Karma-pudgalas also undergo immediate changes. 

It has therefore been laid down that;— 

“ Gahanasamayammi jiva uppaei gune sa-paocayao i 
Sarvajiyanantagune kammapaesesu savvesu |1 1 II 
Ayuyabhago thovo name gde samo tao ahigo | 
Avaranamantarae sariso ahigo ya mohevi ii 2 || 

Savvuvari Veyanie bhago ahigo in karanam kintu | 
Suha-dukkhakaranatta thii visesena sesasu || 3 ll 

[ Grahanasamaye jiva utpadayati gunan svapratyayatah I 
Sarvajitanantagunan karma prade^esu sarvesu ii 1 1 | 
AyuskabhUgah stoko namni gotre samastato’dhikah | 
Avarape’ntaraye sadfi^o'dhikasca mohe’pi || 2 j| 

Sarvopari Vedaniye bhago’dhikastu kSranam kintu | 
Sukha-duhkha karanatvat sthitir visesena sesasu ii3||395 (1943)] 

The example of dhdra stated above is explained in details 
as follows: — 

vftonut-ssuwusft 5ri;f vsft i 

Parinama-’sayavasao dhenue jaha pao visamahissa | 

Tullo vi tadaharo taha punna-’punna parinamo 11 396 ll ( 1944) 

[ mi I 

Parinama-”^irayava§ato dhenva yatha payo visamaheh i 
Tulyo’pi tadaharastatha punys-’punyaparinamah || 396 It (1944) ] 

Trans. — 396 By virtue of fruition and ( the object of ) 
resort, just as the food of cow and serpent although same 
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results as milk ( in case of cow ) and as poison ( in case of 
serpent ), so also, the result ( in case ) of panya and papa is 
( different ) ( 1944 ) 

3f|^3 ?r sijr!- 

siaJTRRqm: I RRT%-3rf^R ^ qf^uri^ 

35%SN ?r51T«fRlf^55qT^ RRiiRTflTj 

p^sfq JJ^gf STTIRW^f- 
IR^RT q^'»TR^j^«iTv5’JWR%R?iR^si;ir 

D. (7. -^Although the food of cow and serpent is the same, 
that of cow results as milk while the same results as poison 
in case of serpent, on account of the distinction of parindma 
and ds'raya. So, in spite of dhdras being the same, the result 
is not the same in both eases, because their ds'rayas — Cow 
and serpent-are different. Like s'lihhd-s'uhha ds'raya, it also 
depends upon s'ubhd-s'uhha parimma i) 396 || ( 1944 ) 

Or, it can be explained in this way also: — 

^ T% Hrn-s?TRqft'Jtm^^ i 

Jaha vegasarirammi vi sara’-saraparinamayamei I 
Avisittho vaharo taha kammasubha-’subhavibhago ll397a(1945) 

[ W ^Rr-S^RqRqRcTT^r^ I 

arfqfgs iRTfR^^siT II II 

■ Yatha vaikasarire’pi sara’saraparinamatameti i 
Avi^ista ivaharastatha karmasubha’-subhavibhagah 11S97II (1945)] 

Trans. — 397 Just as the same food results in a substantial 
or perverted form even in the same body, the distinction of 
Karma as subha and a-subha would also take place. ( 1945 ) 
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^ ^T ^ ?^«r5rr, p^Tf^^ft^srq^gs^^^qts^:qrf[^t 

qf^orm 5|^?-s%^q5fT^qr%r4 ^ i5Tq3[m=5§f?ft^^:, ?i5qr q;^- 
qft'JIRT-ss^fq^^^ig; s[S5^ 

|f^ II II ( ) 

D. O , — Even in case of one and the same body and the 
same food, the food results either in substantial forms like bile 
chyle, blood and flesh etc. or in worthless forms like urine, 
foeces etc. immediately after it has been consumed. 

In the same way, s'uhha and a-s'uhha divisions in case of 
Karma, should also be recognized by reason of distinction of 
parinama and as'raya. i) 397 II ( 1945 ) 

The author now, illustrates the distinction of punya 
&xidipapa, and establishes their existence by means oH agamas — 

uni fra gkn-^-^ws-^ira-ntwif i 
goof, ^ qi# W nftfrrarSqnt u \%c ii ( ) 

Sayam sammam hasam purisa-rai-subhau-nama-gottaim i 
Punnam, sesam pavam neyam sa-vivagamavivagatn Ii398ii (1946) 

^q qiq |qf ii ii ( ) 

Satam samyaktvam hasyam purusa-rati-^ubhayurnama-gotrani 
Punyam, sesam papamiheyam sa-vipakamavipakam ll398ii (1946)] 

Trans. — 398 Comfort, right belief ( samyaktva ), mirth, 
masculine foim love, and virtuous life, name .and lineage-all 
these are known as punya ( prakritis ). The rest should be 
known as papa ( prakritis ). ( Both of them may be ) with or 
without fruition. ( 1940 ) 
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mWi 5 Tm-«Tt 5 rTf 5 i m i 

!%^ l sr?^ 5 ^|jfi-^- 

%3[r^ ^srfjTR f^Tq?5Er|p5rrg; ^T^7^ \ 

sr^^^r: 51 ^?^; ^r?r«Tr- 

Tf^^wrt ^ ^1T«1T^T II ni 
3 i*Tt^iirq i^if ^^^ ;^qqor^^ ^lor 1 
iw^'»iii|=^ 3 % srs^^l ^ II R II 
srmR ^ 3 ^^ f^ ^ 'T^r^ir I 

M %m 11 ^ li 

mm ^ 1 

^l^J^ 5001 f^ntfl «if&r 3 rT 5 ^t II tf II 

^T ST 5 ftf^ 5 ff ia[ qiTT I 

? ira %g; I 

^ %?5 

^t^rg; 1 1 ^ ii^-qrq^^orsviqiifq ^q^qr^sr- 

fqqi^ ^ m'tmt %?rl, 

jft# qr ^tqi fw 4: 1 ^ 3 ^ 

qiq ^ 5?r5r555!j|tq #^%»jq“qTqq^: 1 

fq^Tqq^xTJt-^rl^qnq ^ 

qiiq^Wii^l H =q ^IqT eR?il^f:q'^q t^^qq~q|tq%^sfq 
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TRftiTrq^, 31?^^ I ^ ^ 

fl'^T i^#?(r^5T^T^n ?qFqT, 5«J?{f^-iHqf?5^% 

Sr^Tf T^ ; gfmft-^f 15RR ^ f^^% ^ 

JT *5? 'Tiqf^:, 

I ^ ^^l^^’TcTT ^oq-qjqfi^qtfe I ^i^RI- 
Rf;Tg^T f ftT3:HT«w, 

5RR, qRRTRTf^# 

sr^’^q^t^iT^ I ^RT^i;5«J?T-qiq^qgqT ftf^% S^q-qj^ irq i 

5iq-q[q^^qt^jftRT 
^ II ) 

D, G. — ( 1 ) There are 46 characteristics which are s'uhha 
and are hence known as punya-prakritis. They are enumera- 
ted as follows; — 

Bestowing of gift; propriety of conduct etc purged of all 
impurities; mirth; masculine form; affection; the three types of 
ayus ( union or connection with body viz — divine, human, and 
tiryanca, ) thirty-seven praJcritis of Nama Karma ( including 
birth as a Tirthanhara ) and the noble lineage. 

( 2 ) According to others, there are 42 prakritis under the 
category of punya. They insist that samyaktva, purusaveda, 
hdsya and rati are pdpa~prakriUs when they are contrary to 
the nature of jiva. Excepting these four prakritis, the 
remaining 42 prakritis are laid down by them as under — 

Sayam uccagoyam nara— tiri-devauyaim taha name | 

Devadugam manuyadugam panmda-jai ya tanupanagam II 1 ii 

Angovangana tigam padhamam sanghayanameva santhanam i 
Subhavannaicaukkamagurulahu taha ya paraghilyam u 2 || 
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tJsasam ayavam ujjoya vihagagai vi ya pasattha I 
Tasa-bayara-pajjattaui patteya thiraui subham subhagam t| 3 || 
Sussara aejja jasam nimmiui titthayarameva eyao | 

Bayalam pagato punnam ti Jmehim bhaniao || 4 W 

[ Satamuccair-gotram nara-tiryag-devayuskani tatha namni i 
Devadvikam manujadvikam pancendriyajati^ ca tanupanoakam Hl|| 
Ahgopahgjlnam trikam prathamam sanhananameva sansthanam | 
oubhavarnadi catuskamagurulaghu tathaoa paraghatam tl 2 || 
Ucchvasa atapa uddyoto vibayogatirapi prasasta i 
Trasa-badara-paryaptam pratyekam sthiram ^ubham subhagamiiSll 
Susvaramadeyam yaso nirmanam tairthakaramevaitah I 
Dvicatvarimsat prakyitayah punyamiti Jinairbhanitah 11 4 || ] 

The remaining 82 prakritis are recognized by them as 
papa-prahptts. 

If someone raises a question at this point that how would 
samyaktva be called pa 2 J(X-praknt% ? The answer would be 
this — The virtuous scmyalctva whose natural inclination is 
undoubtedly s'ubha, is not referred to in this case. The 
pudgalas that are classed under samyaktva^ though purged 
out of all perversions, are a-s'vhha because of the evil elements 
like doubt etc. being present in them. So, they come under 
the category of papa. 

The purified pudgalas do not very much obstruct the 
nature of samyakbva. But they are classed under samyaktva 
merely by means of upaodra, and really speaking they belong 
to the category of mithydtva. 

( 3 ) 'Both-punya and papa-should either have fruition or 
no fruition. Hence, some Karmas are recognized in their 
original form on account of their vipdkas, while others have 
either scanty juice rasa ) or no juice at all, and hence have 
very little vipdka. So, papa and punya are recognized by virtue 
of their various regions of par%ndma^ and are distinguished 
from each other, on account of their mutually opposite qualities. 
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( 4 ) The view that puny a and papa, exist in a combined 
state, is absolutely unfounded. Secondly, if Karma which acts 
as the cause of happiness and misery, was taken to exist in 
a composite state, all the living beings would undergo happiness 
as well as misery at the same time. But it does not happen 
so in reality. For, gods have almost everything of happiness 
and naraJcas are always buried in absolute misery. It is clear, 
therefore, that the reasons of abundant happiness and abundant 
misery are different from each other Thirdly, if there is one 
composite entity of punya and papa, the theory that increase 
of punya causes abundance of happiness or that abundance of 
happiness is produced by the absolute removal of papa, would 
become null and void. Because, that which does not increase 
with the increase in another, is different from another. 
Yajhadatta who does not grow fat with the growth of Devadatta 
is different from Devadatta, The uniform oneness of punya 
and 2 ^dpa is, therefore, not at all proper. If their oneness is 
believed on the assumption of Karma being common in both, 
there would be no difficulty. 

But so far as an individual is concerned, know it for 
certain that punya and papa are separate from each other as 
proved above, and hence 0 Bliadra ! it is not worthy of you 
to raise any doubt about it. I) 398 n ( 1946 ) 

Referring to the commandments of Vedas, the author states — • 

^ i\ ii ( ) 

Asai bahi punna-pave jamaggihottaim saggakamassa i 
Tadasambaddham saw am danaiphalam ca I5ammi ii 399 ii (1947) 

^ II II ( ) 

Asatorbahih punya-papayoragnihotradi svargakamasya | 
Tadasambaddham sarvam danadiphalam oa loke ll399|l (1947) j 
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Trans. — 399 In ( case of ) party a and papa being absent, 
the commandment of the performance of the sacrifice etc. 
( prescribed ) for one who aspires for Salvation, would become 
useless. Moreover, all sorts of fruition { of the good turn ) 
like munificence etc, ( welknown ) in the world would also 
become null and void. ( 1947 ) 

II W II ( 

D. G. — If there were no punya-pdpa in this world, the 
commandment of the Vedas that one who aspires for Salvation 

should perform agnihotra etc, would be of no value. Moreover, 
the results of actions like dana and hmsd in the forms of 

punya and papa respectively which are welknown in this world, 
would all be futile. Hence, take it for granted that punya 
and papa <are existing, and leave off all your doubts. Ii399ii (1947) 
Thus, 

T%5rf^ i 

qffSTT T%f|: sfr ii^ooii(?<^v<) 

Chinnammi samsayammi Jinena jara-maranavippamukkenam \ 
So samano pavvaio tihi o saha khandiyasaehim ii 400 II ( 1948 ) 

[ T%^ i 

E II II ( \ 

Chinne satn^aye Jinena jara-maranavipramuktena l 
SaSramauah pravrajitastribhistu saha khandikaSataih ||400||(1948)j 

Trans. — 400 When the doubt was removed by the TXrthan- 
kara who was entirely free from old age and death, that saint 
accepted the Dlksa along with his three hundred pupils. (1948) 

End of the Discussion with the Ninth Ganadhara* 





Chapter X 

Discussion with the Tenth Qanadhara 

^ irsT^r srrn’s^ i 

^rT% ^ q^^r^ift ii w ii ( ) 

Te pavvaie sSum Meajjo agacchai Jinasayasam | 

Vaccami ya vandami vanditta pajjuvasami ii 401 n ( 1949 ) 

[ 5rwT%^T^ i 

W5rrf?i ii ii ( ) 

Tan pravrajitan ^rutva Metarya agacchati Jinasakasam 1 
Vrajfimi vande vanditva paryupase i| 401 tl ( 1949 ) ] 

Trans . — 401 Having heard that they have renounced the 
world, Metarya, comes before the Tirthankara. ( He thinks- ) 
I may go, pay my homages, and worship him. ( 1949 ) 

Abhattho ya Jinenam jai-jara-maranavippamukkenam i 
Namena ya gottena ya savvannu savvadarisi nam n402ii (1950) 

[ sTTwif^^sT 5rT^-5rTr-?T^irf^5r5%Jf l 
mm ^ ^ n II ( \%\o ) 
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Abhasita^ea Jinena jati'^jara-inaranavipramuktena | 

Naruna ca gotrena ea sarvajhena sarvadarlina ii 402 || ( 1950 ) ] 

Trans . — 402 He was addressed by his name and lineage 
by the Tirthahkara, who was entirely free from birth old age 
and death, who was omniscient, and who had ( attained ) 
complete darsana. ( Undifferentiated knowledge. ) ( 1950 ) 

The Tirthafikara then said — 

fife i 

Kim manne paraldo atthi natthi tti samsao tujjha i 
Veyapayana ya attham na yanasi tesimo attho ii 403 ii ( 1951 ) 

l^qf3[Rr ^ II II ( ) 

Kim manyase paraloko’sti nastiti samsayastava | 

Veda-padaiiam cartham na janasi tesamayamarthah ||403ll(1951)] 

Trans . — 403 What are you thinking about ? You entertain 
the doubt as to whether the next world exists or not. But 
( ca) you have not understood the ( real ) meaning of the 
sentences of Vedas. Here is their (real) interpretation. (1951) 

TfT^gf STT ? 1 m ^ 

R5r?55l4t I ^Tf?f ^ 

II ( XV\{ ) 

D. 0 . — 0 long-lived Metarya ! your doubt about the 
existence of para-loka has arisen from your hearing various 
Veda-padas bearing contradictory senses. 

These Veda-padas are ‘‘VijnCtnaghana evaiiehhyo hhutebhyo” 
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etc. which have already been discussed in the First 
Gcmadhara-vada || 403 II ( 1951 ) 

The author now states the arguments advanced by the 
student as follows — 

f r% i 

w n ( ) 

Mannasi jai ceyannam majjaiigamau vva bhuyadhammo tti i 
To natthi paralogo tannase jena tannaso li 404 ii ( 1952 ) 

[ iTiTTf fra I 

ii «<>« n ( 

Manyase yadi caitanyam niadyahgamada iva bhutadharma iti | 
Tato nSsti paralokastannase yena tanna^ah it 404 II ( 1952 ) ] 

Trans. — 404 If you believe consciousness to be the 
property of bhuias, just as intoxication is that of the constituents 
of wine, the destruction of consciousness being consequent at 
the destruction of the bhutas, the other world will not exist. ( 1 952) 

I ^ fk ^ 

^ u II ( ) 

D. C . — ^When you take cmtanya as the property of a 
bhuia like jprithv^, it will not be separate from bhutas, just as 
the constituents of wine such as jaggery and dhataki puspa 
etc. are not different from their property of intoxication. 
Consequently, when bhutas meet destruction, their property viz 
caitanya will also meet destruction, just as whiteness of cloth 
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disappears with the cloth. So, when caitanya vanishes with 
the bhutas, how is it to go to the other world ? Il404u (1952) 

Even by taking cmtanya as diflFerent from bhutas, the 
existence of ^ara-loka will not be established — 

STf f| ^ 7 ft i 

3i;f3«T ms^oftsTr ftoim'siwi^ 

Aha vi tadatthantaraya na ya niccattanamao vi tadavattham | 
Analassa va’ranio bhinnassa vinasadhammassa ii 405 ii ( 1953 ) 

Athapi tadarthantarata na ca nityatvamato’pi tadavastham 1 
Analasyeva’ranito bhinnasya vina^adharuianah || 405 II ( 1953 )] 

Trans— 405 And even if it is different, its perpetuality 
is not { established ). Hence, like fire which is transitory and 
which is different from arani, it is transitory. ( 1953 ) 

^^T-3r«TTf^ 

I ^«iTsr%t’^?5rq; 2 i 

2 I 2 1 1 

sr^f&r^rdrTO- 

ci:^rfq 

3r«i srfgfq'j# f^fk 
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q:w 5f®=^?3r5r^ ii \ II 

II v®H II ( ) 

D. C . — Even if cmtanya were taken to be different frooi 
bhiitas^ it would not be able to go to the other world. For, 
like 6re which is different from arani, cmtanya is a-nitya, as 
it dies away after living for sometime. 

The existence of para-loka is not established from this 
point of view also. 

Some might not admit the existence of plenty of caitanym 
related to each and every bhuta, and might admit the existence 
of one all-pervading niskriya soul as said below — 

Eka eva hi bhutatma bhute bhute vyavasthitah I 
Ekadha bahudha caiva dj-isyate jalacandravat tl 

[ There exists only one soul pervading each and every 
bhuta. Like moon ( reflected in ) water, it appears as one, and 
at the same time in many forms. ] II 405 li ( 1953 ) 

But even in such a case, there is no scope for para-loka, 

fir \ 

^ u II ( nni? ) 

Aha ego savvagao nikkirio tahavi natthi paraldo i 
Samsaranabhavao vomassa va savvapindesu ii 406 || ( 1954 ) 

II II ( ) 

Athaikah sarvagato niskriyastathapi nasti paralokah i 
Samsaranabhavad vyomna iva sarvapindesu ii 406 || ( 1954 ) ] 

Trans. — 406 If there exists one, all-pervading, inactive 
( soul ), then also, there would be nothing like para-loka because 
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of the lack of movement ( on its part ) to all beings ( in spite 
of its being all-pervading ) like akasa. ( 1 954 ) 

^ w'^rmTsrr^, n ii ( IV\^) 

D. (7.— Even when the existence of one, all-pervadmg, 
inactive soul is accepted, the existence of para-loka will not be 
established. For, like akas'a, it is nishriya in spite of its 
being spread over all living beings |i 406 || ( 1954 ) 

The existence of ^ara-loka can be doubted in this 
manner also — 

^ "id ^ dt ft i 

ift ft ^ ’udtft Iff n df dff ii8o'3ii(?'^'iH) 

Ihalogao va paro surailogo na so vi paccakkho | 

Evam pi na paralogo suvvai ya suisu to sanka ii 407 It ( 1955 ) 

qfqfq ^ ^ ll«o\9|| (? w) 

Ihalokad va parah suradiloko na so’pi pratyaksah i 
Evamapi na paralokah sruyate ca ^rutisu tatah sahka ||407il(1955)] 

Trans . — 407 Or, it there is a world like that of gods 
etc. other than this world, that is also not directly perceived. 
So, para-loka does not exist even in that way. On the other 
hand, it has been heard ( about para-loka ) in the iastras. 
Consequently, the doubt ( about para-loka ) has arisen. ( 1 955 ) 

q q q f 5^1, m ^ qrat 

#3 mm qr ? Mfq 

11 11 ( ? w ) 
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D. Q. — If -the existence of some world like that of divine 
beings or hellish beings, is accepted since they, too, are not 
'pratyaTcsa, their existence is also not acceptible. 

On the other hand, the S'astras refer to them and tell a 
lot of things about them. Your doubt about the existence of 
para-hha is based upon such mutually contradictory facts. 
II 407 II ( 1955 ) 

Here ends the purva-paksa The author now refutes the 
arguments of purva-paksa one after another— 

w w ii ( ) 

Bhuindiyairittassa ceyana so ya davvao nicco i 
Jaissaranaihim padivajjasu Vaubhui vva ii 408 ti ( 1956 ) 

Bhutendriyatiriktasya cetana sa ca dravyato nityah | 
Jatismaranadibhih pratipadyasva Vayubhutiriva ;i 408 i) ( 1956 )] 

Trans . — 408 Consciousness belongs to ( the soul ) which 
is distinguished from elements, as well as, sense-organs. Like 
Vayubhuti, know it for certain, therefore, that it is more per- 
petual than dravya by virtue of its ( power of ) remembering 
the former birth etc. ( 1956 ) 

7 ( I ^ =^Tr?TI 

D. C.-—Getana is not the property of hhutas, but it is the 
property of Soul, which is different from hhutas, as well as. 


S9 
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indriyaSj and the existence of which has already been establi- 
shed by means of anumdnas and other eyidences. This soul 
has already by accepted by Vdyuhhuti t as more mtya than 
drmya on account of its power of remembering its (previous) 
existence etc. You too, shall have to accept its nityatva, so 
that the fault of exclusive nityatva alleged by you does not 
arise, ii 408 || ( 1956 ) 

And, 

^ tST’Tt 5T3fT HSTTSTT I 

f ^ w w (UHvs) 

Na ya ego savvagao nikkii-io lakkhanaibheao i 

Kumbhadau vva bahavo padivajja tamindabhui vva ll409ii (1957) 

gr>s[^RiT% il ii (? W) 

Na caikah sarvagato niskriyo laksanadibhedat 1 
Kumbhadaya iva bahavah pratipadyasva tadinadribhtitiriva 11409 II 

Tratis . — 409 It is neither one, nor all-pervading, nor 
inactive. Like Indrabhuti, believe it as many ( in number ) like 
ghata etc. by reason of various characteristics. ( 1957 ) 

fHT5=?rq I qq q i 

II II ( ) 

D. 0. — According to us, Soul is not one, but infinite in 


I Vide Chap III 
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number, by virtue of its different characteristics. Like ghata, 
pata etc, the Soul has various forms on account of various 
lahscmas such as rdga, dvesa, kasdya etc. Secondly, Soul is 
not all-pervading, but it pervadas the body alone. Thirdly, 
because it is the enjoyer like Devadatta, it is not nishnya. 
Thus, like Indrahhutt^i you, too, shall have to admit u409ii (1957) 

In reply to the argument that the existence of para-lokct 
is denied because of the divine and hellish beings being 
a-pratyaksa, the author states — 

Ihalogao ya paro Somma ! sura naraga ya paraloo i 
Padivajja Moria-’kampiu vva vihiyappamanao ll 410 ii { 1958 ) 

[ I m I 

^Ti?r5rTnijng[ ii«?o|i (KV\^) 

Ihalokacca parah Saumya ! sura narakasca paralokah I 
Pratipadyasva Maurya’kampiaviva vihitapranmnat ||4l0ll(1958)] 

Trans. —A 1 0 Believe the world other than this, O Saumya I 
to be that of gods and Ndrak(is on account of evidences that 
have been advanced ( in case) of Maurya and Akainpiia. (1958) 

The opponent will argue at this point that — 

ftoonoit^ooit ar ii«nii(?W) 

ftv !T U ^^1 V 31^ ft I 

gj g ^ ^ anonun-sgftt^f 


•j* Vide Chapter I 
* Vide chapters VII and VIII. 
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Jivo vinnanamao tam caniccam ti to na paralogo i 

Aha vinnanadanno to ariabhinno jahagasam ii 411 li ( 1959 ) 

Itto cciya na sa katta bhotta ya ao vi natthi paralogo i 

Jam ca na samsari so annana-’muttio kham va li 412 ii ( 1960 ) 

m \\w ii ( ) 

^ wir ^sfRT--s^f^^ II II ( ) 

Jivo vijharuayastaccanityamiti tato na paralokah i 

Atha^ vijhanadanyastato’nabhijho yatha -ka^am ij 411 II ( 1959 ) ] 

Ita eva na sa karta bhokta cato’pi nasti paralokah i 

Yacca na samsari so’jnana-murtitah khamiva || 412 il ( 1960 ) ] 

Trans . — 411-412 Jlva is ( said to be ) vijnanamaya and 
vijmna is a-nitya. So, there cannot be paraloka. If it is 
( said to be ) different from vijmna, then also, jlva being 
ignorant like sky, it will neither be a doer nor an enjoyer, 
and then also, there will be no paraloka. { For ), that which 
is ignorant and incorporeal like akasa, cannot belong to the 
mundane world. { 1959-1960 ) 

511% 551^ ^ I 

5if| sfJimjt 

1 3i?r ^ ?iTi% i 

^?l5?rT?i^5q?T^ f| 5il|q 5r|l^4^qrqTff;l 

^ %^T?imfq g55rg:fT^ i 

7 { i 

#sfq ^ ^ q^itqj; | sf 
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f RTi; ^g-^ar- 

I m* ^ i g«iT, 

D. C. — Metdrya\ — You believe jiva to be vijhdnamaya. 
Now, since vijhdna is a-mtya, jiva will also be a-n%tya. 
Consequently, there will be no possiblity of going to the other 
world and there will be no 'para-loka also. On the other 
hand, if you take jtva to be different from vijhdna, jiva will 
not be Or-nitya, but being different from vtjhdna, it will be 
ignorant, or dull like sky or wood. Consequently, the soul 
will neither be karta ( doer ) nor hhoktd ( enjoyer ). In absence 
of kartritva, existence of para-loka will be denied. For, if 
para-loka is taken as existing even in absence of kartritva, 
the Siddha beings that have already attained absolute Libera- 
tion will attain para-loka. In absence of hhoktrUva also, there 
will be no para-loka, because the soul which is mtya but not 
hhoktd, will not be able to attain jjara-ioAa in absence of 
Karma, which acts as the cause of passing to the other world. 
This jtva, therefore, being distinguished from j%mna does not 
belong to the mundane world, as it has no passage to the 
other world on account of its ignorance like that of wood, and 
a-murtatva like that of dkd^a, u 411-412 || ( 1959-1960 ) 

The reply is — 

ftontb 5ifr i 

Mannasi vinasi ceo uppattiniadadio jaha kumbho | 

Nanu eyam ciya sahanavinasitfe vi se Somma ! ll 413 ii (1961) 

I 11 II 

Manyase vinasi ceta utpattimadadito yatha kumbhah I 
Nanvetadeva sadhanamavina^itve’pi tasya Saumya ! I1413||(1961)j 



•: 470 :• Jinabhadra Gani’s [ The tenth 

Trans. — 413 You take consciousness to be destructible 
MkQghata on account of its ( having ) production etc.. ( Because ) 
in ( case of ) -its indestructibility also, the same is the cause, 
0 Saumya ! ( 1961 ) 

I 3 J I m\ |T% f€iR: I 
I ^ f| «T?Tht ^ 

^r^riR^rr^: 1 ^ =qr4 1 ^*% I 

I ?5r^^ sTtiTiir 1 
1 ^^r%-3?qT^-sqtT-gV?TT^Tl4; | 
f^?rTT%R ^sri 

R«^T% I %!- 

51^, I 

^ 'T^^^TVTR II II ( 

D. (7.— Since cavtanya is susceptible to production, and 
exists in various forms due to various specific characteristics, 
you have accepted it to be a-mtya. That which exists in 
various forms due to various paryayas, is a-nitya like parydyas 
as in the case of old and ^new parydyas of pillar etc. Thus, 
the Soul which is a~hhinna from the a~nitya caitanya, is taken 
as a-nitya by you, who have denied the existence of para-lolia. 
But that is not correct, Caitanya'-vijndna is not exclusively 
a-nitya, but any how, it is mtya to a certain extent also. 

Every object is susceptible to three conditions — production, 
destruction and perpetuality. So, just as a-mtyatd is established 
by you on account of utpatti, mtyatd could also be established 
by means of the condition of perpetuality. It could easily be 
stated, therefore, that vijhana is mlya like ghata, and on 
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account of the nityatva jlva, there is no a-hhciva of par a-loka. 
II 413 II ( 1961 ) 

Or, 

3Tf SfT ^ ftf f ^ I 

Ahava vatthuttanao vinasi ceo na hQi kumbho vva | 
Uppattimadaditte kahamavinasi ghado, buddhi ? ii 414 ii ( 1962 ) 

[ mm %^lr ^ i 

ir? ? it ii ( ) 

Athava vastutvato vinasi ceto na bhavati kumbha iva i 
Utpattiuiadaditve kathamavinasi ghato, buddhih ? !I414|1(1962) ] 

Trans. — 414 Or, consciousness does not become destruc- 
tible like ghata on account of its being a { definite ) object. 
( The question may be that ) “ How could ghata be indestruc- 
tible when it is suceptible to production etc? ” ( 1962 ) 

T%?rT'^ m^ h 

fe: I ^rfoTtrfqurrra^ 

gsr |f^: i f ft: ? 

Hfft ^ <T^^qTft5rT^ irlf II II ( 

D. 0. — Consoiouness is never destructible exclusively on 
account of its being a definite vastu like ghata 

Metarya : — When ghata is susceptible to production ete, 
how should It be considered indestructible ? It is recognized 
as destructible by all. Thus when indestructibilty of ghata is 
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not proved in the illustration stated above, indestructibility 
( in case ) of vijhana also, will not be proved, u 414 ii ( 1962 ) 

Bhagavdn replies — 

Ruva-rasa-gandha-phasa samkha santhana-davva-sattio I 
Rumbho tli jao tao pasui-vicchilti-dhuvadhamma ii 415 II ( 1963 ) 

Rupa-rasa-gandha-spar^ah samkha samsthana-dravya-^aktayah i 
Kumbha iti yatastahprasuti-vyavacchitti-dhruvadharmanah H415u 

Trans. — 415 Form, taste, odour, touch, number, configur- 
ation, matter, and energy form kumbha. For, all of them 
possess the characteristics of production, destructibility and 
perpetuality. ( 1963 ). 

^zt \m\\\ 

( ) 

D. Q. — A group of properties such as form, taste, odour, 
and touch; the number one etc., configuration like that of broad 
portion from the middle etOj matter ( in the form ) of earth; 
and capacity for holding water; all these properties combine 
together and form ghata. Each one of these properties is again 
perceptible to production, destructibility and perpetuality. Ghata 
is, therefore, n%tya inspite of its being utpattimai. ||415u (1963) 
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Explaining the same in details the author proceeds — 

f¥rTJ[R~mVr<5iR^#oT ii n%. u ( ) 

?T ?r q' If Inj HI I 

Iha pindo pindagara-sattipajjayavilayasamakalam i 
Uppajjai kumbhagara-sattipajjayaruvena II 416 II { 1964 ) 

Ruvaim davvayae na jai na ya vei tena so nicco 1 

Evam uppaya-vvaya-dhuvassahavam mayam savvam ii41 7li (1965) 

[ If i 

II II ( ) 

Iha pindah pindakara-^aktiparyayavilayasamakalam 1 
Utpadyate kumbhakara-sakti paryaya rupena || 416 a ( 1964 ) ] 

Rhpadi dravyataya na jayate na ca vyeti tena sa nityah | 
Evamutpada-vyaya-dhrauvyasvabh&vam matam sarvam li417 11(1965)] 

Trans — 416-417 The lump (of earth) in this case, is 
produced in the specific characteristics of the shape and capacity 
of kambha at the same time when it is destroyed in the 
specific characteristics of its ( own ) shape and capacity. It is 
produced and destroyed neither by ( virtue of ) its form etc 
nor by ( virtue of ) its matter. It is, therefore, ( called ) nitya. 
Everything is thus believed to possess the conditions of ( being 
susceptible to ) production, destructibility and perpetuality. 


60 
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^ l ^ 2 

i^5[sq^q^qT ^ jfif^ 5^1% fq^^qfq 1 ^rr- 

^cf^qcrqr ^?qtsqg^q^, t^r ^Iqrqm^tf rg; 1 

^3rr^R^q^r%^q^qr 

?T^, ’5^5:5’7^q5rqT =qTfl^g^, fc5rqR-5??q-gt5q^q- 

^T^tsqi^q^ I i^q q^qqf^q 

g^SRir^qr =qRf^gq l^q^R’^^rqR-sqq-wtsq^q- 

qsTTs^qrr%?qqfq 1 'q ^r% ^T^q^rf^M %^ 5 =^sfq 1 

g ^4 %?r?qRsqfgR€tsnT sftq: f^r^ >^q ll 11 

( ) 

D. C . — ^Properties like the shape and capacity of the lump 
of earth, vanish and at the same time, g^Aato-having its pecu- 
liar shape and its capacity of holding water-is produced. The 
lump oi earth is neither produced nor destroyed in the form 
of Tupa-rasa-gmidha-spars'a or do'avya. It continues to exist 
perpetually in these forms. Thus, the lump of earth vanishes 
in the form of the shape and capacity of gliata, and exists 
for ever in the form of rupa, rasa, gandha, spars'a and dravya. 
Similarly, gkata also vanishes in the form of its former 
parydyas, and comes into existence with new parydyas of 
gliatdhdra, and lasts for ever in the form of parydyas of rupa 
etc. as well as dravya Consequently, [it has also the svdbhdva 
of utpatti^ vyaya and dhrauvya. Such is not the case with 
ghata only, but it is the nature of each and every object of 
the Universe. So, like destructibility, in-destructibility of ghapi 
is also due to the hetus like utpattimattva etc. Consequently, 
in case of cattanya and dtmd also, the mtyatd shoud be 
admitted. Ii 416-417 II ( 1964-1965 ) 



Vftda ] , Ganadharavada •: 475 :• 

Indicating the existence of paror-loJca thereby, the author 
states — 

H?:Tf \ 

Qhadaceyanaya naso padaceyanaya samubbhavo samayam i 
Santanenavattha taheha-paralda-jivanam ii 418 II ( 1966 ) 

Manuehaloganaso suraiparaloga sambhavo samayam i 
Jivataya’vatthanam nehabhavo neya paralSo ii 419 II ( 1967 ) 

II II ( ) 

Ghatacetanaya na^ah patacetanays samadbhavah samakam i 
Santanenavastha tatheha-paraloka-jivanam || 418 || ( 1966 ) 

Manujehalokanasah suradiparalokasambhavah samakam \ 
Jivataya’vasthanam nehabhavo naiva paralokah || 419 || ( 1967 )] 

Trans. — 418-419 Destruction of the cognizance of ghaia, 
production of the cognizance of pata, and retention of their 
continuous range, are ( apprehended ) all at a time. The same 
is the case with this world, the other world, and the jlva. 
Vanishing of this human world and coming into existence of 
the world like that of divine beings are simultaneous. Retention 
in ( the state of ) jlva is neither this world nor the other 
world. ( 1966-1967 ) 
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^ 'T5^fT5?5'i5rTq^ #5r^tr, 

T?r^^«ir 5TW tr2%?r?r^T f 

!5?'TKJ, 3r?rTr^^T^in%?rg%^^T^gi^^ 
5ft^^?trrlroTT^^sTrJi^^ i >^4 ^ %4t 

5?T?T“Wt5q^qwT^5rq m\ m\ ^^[^sp^srT- 

^if4 

f%?g[ I ^4^5t'Tr^-, 

^ ff4 II II 

( ) 

D. 0 . — Cognizance about gf/mto is called ghap,~ oetana, and 
that about pata is called pata-cetand. When jim acquires 
the cognizance of paia after that of ghatpi,, vanishing of glmta, 
production in the form of pata, and retention in the form of 
eternal are simultaneous. 

TJtpada, vyaya and dhrauvya are therefore, the three 
generic characteristics of jiva, as well as, of those who have 
passed to the other world. 

When a person is born in deva-loha after death, he under- 
goes the state of destruction as regards this world, production 
as regards deva-loha, and permanent avasthdna as regards jiva. 
When a person is said to exist in the state of jivatva, it is 
neither said to exist in this world nor in the other world like 
that of gods etc. Jiva is called mere dravya without any sort 
of parydya. Thus, since Jiva has the tendency of undergoing 
utpdda, vyaya and dhramya, there is no ahhdva of the other 
world. II 418-419 li ( 1966-1967 ) 

In reply to the question whether all objects possess all 
the three characteristics, the author states— 
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5T ^ effT ftorr^T ii a 

%oTR rq^sn i 

SFTSfS&STT ;q H3Tt l( II ( ) 

Asao natthi pasui, hojja va jai, h5u kharavisanassa i 

Na ya savvaha vinaso savvuccheyappasangao ii 420 ii ( 1968 ) 

To’vatthiyassa kenavi vilao dhammena bhavanamannena i 
Savvuccheo na mao samvavaharovarohao ii421 ii ( 1969 ) 

[ 3rq^ mfm qi i 

q q ?rlqF ikmm qqf=siq5i^fTa[ ii «^o ii ( ) 
T%’4t qq'JT 1 

q qqj ii W ii ( \%%% ) 

Asato nasti prasutih, bhaved va yadi, bhavatu khara-visanasya i 
Na ca sarvatha vina^ah sarvoechedaprasangat || 420 || ( 1968 ) 

Tato’vasthitasya kenapi vilayo dharmena bhavanamanyena | 
Sarvoocbedo na matah samvyavaharoparodhat |142L|| ( 1969 )] 

Trans. — ^420-421 The non-existant has no production. If 
it has, there would be production of the horn of an ass { also ). 
Nor, is there exclusive destruction. ( For ), it would result in 
destruction of all. Consequently, there would be destruction 
of all. Consequently, there would be destruction of an object 
existing in a perpetual range by one means and production 
( of the same ) by other means. For fear of obstruction to 
the mutual usage, exclusive destruction ( of everything ) is not 
acceptible. ( 1968-1969 ) 

m qif qqg, srqssnfqtqig; i liqTfq 
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3r5=^?r i ’ii^!i- 

ScTT^}, 5T 

g«iTff-^T3r55iTr:5^t^Tll^ 

^rsrg^^T: 

5iTq-g^siTi^Ti^cr^?cr;r¥5'T»Tt I 

^ ^ |f^ II II ( ) 

D, C. — An object which is absolutely a-vidyamana can 
never undergo production. For, if the production of an 
a-vtdyamana object is admitted, non-existent objects like 
khara-visdna will also come into existence, which is utterly 
impossible. It is only a vidyamdna object that undergoes 
production. Secondly, there is no exclusive destruction of a 
vidyamdna object If there were absolute destruction of every- 
thing, even ndrak^ and tiryanoa beings would be absolutely 
destroyed. J\va etc, which are always masthita, undergo 
vinds'a by means of characteristics such as that of manusyaiva 
etc. On the other hand, they undergo production by means 
of characteristics like that of divine beings etc. But exclusive 
destruction of all, is never possible for fear of the violation of 
usual vymahdra. Take an example to understand it more 
clearly :■ — Having broken a golden jar belonging to a princess, 
a ball was made of gold for a prince. On account of that, 
sorrow on the part of the princess, joy on the part of the 
prince, and gold being retained in the same quantity in the 
form of ball as well as jar, indifference on the part of king 
who is the owner of gold, constitute loka-vya/vahdra. If we 
do not accept utpdda, vyaya and dhrauvya in case of all 
objects, violation of this loka-vyavahdra will undoubtedly take 
place. In ease oijiva being avasthita, there is no para-lokdbhdva, 
[\ 420-421 11 ( 1968-1969 ) 
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And, 

^ ^ITFTTfTTTrf I 

m ^ ii u ( U^so ) 

Asai va parammi Ide jamaggihottaim saggakamassa i 
Tadasambandhatn savvam danaiphalam ca Il422ii (1970) 

[ 3rg-T% 5rr i 

^ II II ( ) 

Asati va parasminlloke yadagnihotradi svargakamasya i 
Tadasambaddham sarvam danadiphalam ca loke || 422 || ( 1970 ) ] 

Trans . — 422 In case of the other world being absent 
( the commendment of the performance of ) sacrifice etc. for a 
person aspiring for Salvation, would be useless. Moreover, 
the fruition of ( goon turns like ) munificence etc. ( welknown ) 
in this world, would also be null and void. ( 1970 ) 

T%frTO i 

Chinnammi sanisayammi Jinena jara-maranavippamukkenam I 
So samano pavvaio tihi o saha khandiyasaehim ii 423 ii (1971) 

[ fm i 

^ ll II ( ) 

Chinne samsaye Jinena jara-marana vipramuktena 1 
Sa sramanah pravrajitastribhistu saha khandika^ataih 11423 ll(197J)] 

Trans. — 423 When the doubt was removed by the 
Tirthankara, who was entirely free from old age and death, 
that saint accepted the Diksa along with his three hundred 
pupils. ( 1971 ) 

End of the Discussion with the Tenth Ganadhara. 



Chapter XI 

Discussion with the Eleventh Qanadhara 

^ T^T T%’Tr5FT^m i 

^ %?fT qr^^T^ifir u ii 

Te pavvaie soum Pahaso agacchai Jinasayasam i 
Vaccami na vandami vanditia pajjuvasami ii 424 ii ( 1972 ) 

ii li ( ) 

Tan pravrajitan srutva Prabhasa agacohati Jinasakftsam l 
Vrajami vande vanditva paryupase ll II 424 II ( 1972 ) ] 

Trans . — 424 Having heard that they had renounced the 
world, Prabhasa, comes before the Tlrthankara. ( He thinks- ) 
I shall go, pay my homages, and worship him. ( 1972 ) 

Then, 

sTT^rfr ^ i%^aT ioT i 

^ ?T or (\%^\) 

Abhattho ya Jinenam jai-jara-maranavippamukkenam i 
Namena ya gottena ya savvannu savvadarisi nam ll425ll (1973) 
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^T*Hi ^ ^ II II < ) 

AbhasitaSca Jinena jati-jara-maranavipramuktena i 

Namna ca gotrena ca sarvajnena sarvadariina ii 425 || ( 1973 ) ] 

Trans. — 425 He was addressed by his name and lineage 
by the Tirthankara, who was entirely free from birth old age 
and death, who was omniscient, and who had complete darsana 
( undifferentiated knowledge ). { 1973 ) 

Having thus addressed him, the Bhagavdns 2 S!ii — 

f% Rf lof 3 tR« 1 qRq; T% I 

Kim manne nivvanam atthi natthi tti samsao tujjha i 
Veyapayana ya attham na yanasi tesimo attho ti 426 ii ( 1974 ) 

5T STR# II II ( ) 

Kim manyase nirvanamasti nastiti samsayastava | 
Veda-padanam cartham na janasi tesSmayamarthah it426ll (1974)] 

Trans. — 426 What are you thinking about ? You enter- 
tain the doubt as to whether nirvana ( final emancipation ) exists 
or not. But ( ca ) you have not understood the ( real ) 
meaning of the sentences of Vedas. Here is their ( real ) 
interpretation. ( 1974 ) 

I ^«rT, g^T 

TO I TO, I ’TTO ^ ^ fRiTTOt 
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I srFfrftsrtor l m 

^ ^=!TTf irmfer i ^ 

mi I f^^cZTTi^qiTfjf ^wi^Tqqf^qi^^T^i^qrf^ 3 
rq^^qqjTR, ^ giTSST ^RJ^qT, ^ l^mif 

I ?r«Tr, qt m ^ sr^r?^ 5 ^ fr5T%% i ^ 
=q %?q?q^qrf?^^Tqn’=^ gq ^?irqj i q|qt 
l3[qqrjfm^ r ^ sTRiir, qq^^qiqq3qqf q^Fqw^^jir ifq 
II W II ( ?W ) 

D. Q. — 0 long-lived Prabhdsa ! your doubt about the 
existence of moksa is based upon your hearing various Vedor- 
p«t^os of contradictory senses. These Feda-padas are as follows: — 

( 1 ) “ Jard-marymn vaitat sarvam yadagnilwtram. ” 

( 2 ) “ Saisd guild duravagdhd ” 

( 8 ) “ Dve hrahmani paramaparam cct, Intra par am satyam 
jndnamantaram hrahma " etc. 

These Veda~padas are interpreted by you as follows: — 

( I ) Agnihotra should be practised as long as life persists. 

The performance of agnihotra constitutes the sacrifice of 
animals which would turn it subha or a-s'ubha. But that 
would award the attainment of svarga alone and not moksa. 
Since by this commandment, performance of agnihotra is 
advised to be practised throughout life, there would be no 
other period of time during which some other performance for 
the attainment of moksa could be advised. In absence of 
sddhana, therefore, the sddhya ( viz moksa ) does not exist. 
In this way, this sentence proves the ahhdva of moksa. 

The other two padas try to establish the existence of 
moksa in this way — 
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( 2 ) The cave of mohsa is difficult to be entered by the 
satmaris. 

( 3 ) There are two types of Brahma : — 

1. The Param Bralvma or principal Brahma is mokm 
and a-param or subordinate Brahma is jhana. 

Your doubt has sprung up from these Veda-padas which 
bear contradictory senses. But you have not grasped their 
real interpretation. Here, I give their correct interpretation. 
Please listen carefully. || 426 || ( 1974 ) 

Bhagavdn now states the opponent’s view and refutes it, 

^ ?rr^r 2 1 

Mannasi kim divassa va naso nivvanamassa jivassa ? 
Dukkhakkhayairuva kim hojja va se saoVattha ? il 427 n (1975) 

Manyase kim dipasyeva na&o nirvanamasya jivasya ? 
Duhkhaksayadirupa kim bhaved vatasya sato’vastha?it427li(l975)] 

Trans . — 427 Do you think the nirvana ( extinction of 
life ) to be similar to the extinction of lamp ? Or, 'would the 
positive existence of soul in the form of diminution of miseries 
etc. be its extinction ? ( 1975 ) 

I ^^Tss|{ #iTgf^%qrTt 
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f^?d5r IRII 

I ^ ^T W I^TJ I ^ 

?WTf-^ I 2 ^T*I- 

5^w II % II 

II w II ( ?w ) 

D. C. — Like the Buddhists^ do you believe moksa to be 
nothing but the extinction of j^va, like that of a lamp ? For 
the Buddhists, assert that: — 

“Dlpo yatha nirvritimabhyupeto naivavanim gaochati nantarik^m I 
DiSam na kancid vidi^im na kancit snehaksayat kevalameti Santim ||1|| 

Jivastatha nirvritimabhyupeto naivavanim gacchati nantarik^m 1 
Disam na kaneid vidi^im na kancit klesaksayat kevalameti Santim ||2|| 

Or, do you accept moksa, like Jmnas who believe the state 
of nirvana ( final emancipation ) as a peculiar state of the 
existent j\va constituting the removal of rdga, dvesa, rnada, 
moha, janma, jard, roga, and duhkha etc ? 

It has been laid down by them that— • 

‘‘ Kevalasamvid-dar^anarupah sarvartiduhkha parimuktah | 
Modante muktigata jivah ksinantarariganah ” iilii 427 (1975)] 

Also, 

Ahava’naittanao khassa va kim kamma-jivajogassa i 
Aviogao na bhave samsarabhava eva tti ? ii 428 w ( 1976 ) 
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^ ? II ? W ) 

Athava’naditvatah khasyeva kim karma-jivayogasya i 
Aviyogad na bhavet samsarabhava eveti ? || 428 || { 1976 ) ] 

Trans . — 428 Or, is it because Karma and j\m ( which 
are ) united together eternally do not undergo separation like 
akMa, that there is absence of mundane world ? ( 1 976 ) 

^^T-3r«i5rT, ^r^RT^iT^ 1?:^ ^ i 

1 1 ? I I 

ffJ ? I 3r?rT^r^T^; I If 

5lTf^?r, ^«TT sT^iffsr 

w ^ m ? 1% 

II II ( ? W ) 

D. C. — There is another ground also, upon which your 
doubt is based. Objects that are united with each other from 
time immemorial, could never undergo separation. Just as jiva 
and dkds'a are never separable from each other on account of 
their andd% samyoga^ jiva and karma will also never undergo 
separation on account of their andd% samyoga. When Karma 
is not separated, samsdra will also never be separable. On 
account of the absence of separation from samsdra, the absence 
of moksa will also be established. || 428 || ( 1976 ) 

But, 

Padivajja Mandio iva viyogamiha kamma-jivajogassa | 
Tamanaino vi kancana-dhauna va nana-kiriyahim ii429ii (1977) 

fTJT-%^T¥^rT?[ll«^‘\ll (^<^VSV3) 
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Pratipadyasva Mandika iva viyogamiha karma-jtva yogasya t 
Tvamanaderapi kancana-dhatvoriva jhana-kriyabhyam ||429||1977)] 

Trans. — 429 In this case, you ( shall have to ) admit 
the separation of Karma and jXva, in spite of their eternal 
union on account of cognizance and action, as in the case of 
gold and metal. ( 1977 ) 

^ 5rfgq?r^^ l ^ 

?r ^T^jr-wT^qrqrorqt^Rf^fq 

?jqt*Tts7;qn1[#q%oi fqqjf 

II 11 ( ) 

D. G. — Even the strongest affinity between gold and 
metal is broken by the help of heating etc. The same is the 
case with that between Karma and jiva also. Separation of 
Ka/rma and ytm is accomplished by means of jhdna and hriyd 
in spite of their eternal union. It is not true, therefore, to 
say that the separation of objects joined together by anddi 
samyoga, is not possible. Like Mandika you, too, shall have 
to admit that Karma and jiw are separable from each other 
in spite of their eternal union, ii 429 11 ( 1977 ) 

Also, 

^ ^ (^vsc) 

Jam naragaibhavo sarnsaro naragaibhinno ya | 

Ko jivo tarn mannasi fannase jivanaso tti ll 430 ii ( 1978 ) 
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Yad narakadibhavah samsaro narakadibhinnasca | 

Ko jivastvam manyase tannase jivanasa iti II 480 II ( 1978 ) ] 

Trans. — 430 Since samsara includes hellish denizens etc. 
what jtva do you mean to be different, fiom hellish denizens 
etc ? With their destruction, ( there will be ) destruction of 
jiva also. ( 1978 ) 

mm, sftsfj ? i si 

1 1 rt ^^4 iiv^on 

( ) 

D. C . — Since samsara consists of naraka, ttryanoa, human 
and divine beings, j^va cannot exist as different from any one 
of them. So, when samsara of narakas and others, vanishes, 
jiva will also vanish as it is contained in scm^dra. Thus, 
when jiva vanishes, who would attain moksa? U430li ( 1978 ) 

This belief is refuted m this way — 

fr fi: Rff r mm i 

g^RT^ w u w (. ) 

Na hi naragaipajjayamettanasammi savvaha naso i 
Jivaddavvassa mao muddanase va hemassa ii 431 II ( 1979 ) 

Kammakao samsaro tannase tassa jujjae naso | 
Jivattamakammakayam tannase tasya ko naso? ||432|| (1980) 

[ SI f| sin^ift’i^f^tirsrsT# g:l«ir mm i 

T{4t is[RR II ^V, II ( ) 
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Wi # ? II II ( ^^<10 ) 

Na hi narakadiparyayaiufttranase sarvatha na^ah i 
Jivadravyasya mato mudrana^a iva ^heinnah II 431 || ( 1979 ) 

Karmakritah samsarastanna^e tasya yujyate nSSah i 
Jlvatvamakaramakfitam tannase tasya ko na^ah? ||432|| (1980)] 

Trans. — 431-432 Like gold at the destruction of a ring, 
the substance of jim is not believed to vanish entirely at the 
destruction of mrakas and other. Samara is based on Karma. 
Hence, its destruction with Karma is justified. ( But ) jivatva 
is not based on Karma. Hence, how could it vanish with 
Karma ? ( 1979-1980 ) 

^ 

I ^ f| 5s:iq^kjrT^^i% |r: fs: I 

3f%q5rfqT?tr^tqT%3ffq^q, iscrqqk- 

^5 q;#it #qrq^qnq 

qfq«q% 1 I f q: ? 

MRt, qrd 

S^q^ ^r^onqr^ ^iqfqiq'^q iq^q^qrg; i s^q^q ^q^qifq- 
5ET?iqi^tqT^q;q^q q qqfq, q^q sf^q^q 

^ qitq: ^Rq-sqrqqjqt^q ^i^-sqRqfqqfe^i^; 

q q»Rq qrfq 5?|fq^r%% qiq: ii ll 

( ) 

D. 0 . — Existence of jiva as narakas or tiryancas is merely 
one of the forms of j\va. So, when these 'paryayas of j\va 
vanish, the substance of j^va or jivatva does not vanish 
entirely but only partially, just as gold as a dravya does not 
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entirely vanish when ring etc, are destroyed. When the naraha 
'paryayOfS of samsara are destroyed, jiva vanishes as a samsart 
and comes into existence as the ^aryaya of molcsa e. g. in case 
of gold, when one paryaya, say ring, is destroyed, another 
paryaya, say ear-ring, is produced. 

Prdbhdsa: — But like samsara, jiva will also have to vanish 
with Karma, and hence, there will be nothing like moksa. 

Bhagavan: — It is not so. Samsara is generated by 
means of Karma, and hence it would vanish with' Karma. 
But, jivatva being at work from times immemorial, cannot be 
called Karmajanya, So, jiva will not vanish with Karma, since 
Kamma is neither the cause of jtvatva nor is it invariably 
concomitant with jivatva. || 431-432 || ( 1979-1980 ) 

Na vigaranuvalambhadagasani piva vinasadhammo so i 
Iha nasino vigaro disai kutnbhassa vaVayava ii 433 ii ( 1981 ) 

II ii ii 

Na vikaranupalambhadaka^amiva vina^adharma sah i 

Iha nasino vikaro drisyate kumbhasyevavayavah Il433|| (1981)] 

Trans. — 433 It ( i. e. jiva ) is immortal like sky on account 
of the non-apprehension of changes. In case of a destructive 
( object ), a change is visible like the ( various ) parts of gha^a 
{ 1981 ) 

|T% 5r%[ i 
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I T%9lr5rT^ % # II II 

( ) 

D. C. — The Soul is immortal like akas'a, because it does not 
undergo any vikdra. That which is destructible has undoubtedly 
to undergo vikaras like the different parts of ghata. Muktatma 
being, thus immutable, moksa is also immutable. ll433U (1981) 

Also, 

f irf im i 

K^alantaranasi va gliado wa kayagaio mai hojja i 
No paddhamsabhavo bhuvi taddhamma vi jam nicco n434ii ( 1 982) 

^ rwj ii ii ( ) 

Kalantaratiasi va ghata Iva kyitakadito matirbhavet | 

No pradhvamsabhavo bhuvi taddharmapi yad nityah 1143411 (1982)] 

Trans . — 434 Or, the belief may be that it is destructible 
at a ( certain ) period of time like ghata on account of its 
being factitious etc. ( But ) it is not so. Indestructibility is 
everlasting on this earth in spite of ( its ) having ( destructible ) 
characteristics. ( 1982 ) 

The author then states the opponent’s view and its reply — 

mm ^ 1 1 

Anudaharanamabhavo kharasangam piva mai natam jamha i 
Kumbhavinasavisittho bhavo cciyya poggalamao so ii435ii{1983) 
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Anudaharanamabhavah kharasyngamiva matir na tad yasmat I 
Kumbbavinasavisisto bhava eva pudgalamayah sab I|435h (1983) ] 

Trans. — 435 ( The opponent might say that ) “ It has no 
illustration. Abhava is non-existent like kharasrnga. ” ( But ) 
it is not so. The quality of pudgala characterized by the 
destruction of ghata, is itself { indestructibility ). ( 1983 ) 

Or, 

Kim vegantena kayam poggalamettavilayammi jivassa ? i 
Kim nivvattiyamahiyam nabhaso ghadamettavilayammi ? ii 436 ti 

Kim vaikantena kyitam pudgalamatravilaye jivasya ? | 

Kim nirvartitamadhikam nabhaso ghatamatravilaye ? Ii435||(1984)] 

Trans. — 436 Or, at the destruction of mere pudgalas, 
how is jiva to be affected ? At the destruction of ghata, how 
is sky affected all the more ?t ( 1984 ) 

The author proves immortality of makUdma by another 
inference also, 

Davvamuttattanao mutto nicco nabham va davvataya i 
Nanu vibhuyaipasango evam sai,' nanumanao ii 437 ii ( 1985 ) 

[ frRt | 

^ mi?rT^sr^rf ii ii ( ) 


t Vide T. 1839. 
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Dravyamurtvato mukto nityo nabha iva dravyataya | 

Nanu vibhutadiprasanga evam sati, nanumanat ii 437 ii ( 1985) ] 

Trans. — 437 The free ( soul ) is everlasting like sky on 
account of the incorporeal nature of ( its ) substance. { The 
opponent might object here that ) “ in that case, there would be 
all-pervading characteristic etc as well. ” ( But ) it is not so, 
because of ( an opposite inference ). ( 1 985 ) 

I ^ I fg: ? i 

wq ^^qmfq ^qjq, 

^^5Trqi^, q5TS55t-^TPTqT0I^^5iqg^ |^TII551T51T^ qf^fi^- 
f^rfl II II ( ) 

D’ G. — Like dk^s'a dravya, jiva dravya of a free soul 
is also nitya, because it is a-murta as a dravya. 

Prdbhdsai — As you proved mtyatva ( in case ) of muktdtmd 
by the help of the example of sky, the example will lead to 
prove other characteristics of sky in muhtdtmdt say for example, 
like sky, mu&tdtmd is all pervading due to its a—murtatva. 
Similarly, it can also be said that jiva dravya has neither 
handha nor moksa just as akas'a dravya has none due to 
a-murtatva. 

Bhagavdn - — It is not proper to establish other characteri- 
stics such as vibhutd etc in muktdtmd by the help of the 
example of sky. Because, there is another inference opposite 
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to it which contradicts the existence of those characteristics. 
Say, for example, j\va is pervading only upto the skm of body 
like the sense of touch, because th.Q jtvatva is found only in body. 

This anumdna refutes the all-pervading nature of jtva. 
Similarly, the anumdnas that jtvas are formed by means of 
punya and papa, and that the combination of j\va and Karma 
could any how be brought about like the combination of gold 
and stone, refute the assertion that j^va has neither handha 
nor mohsa due to the a-murtatva of its dravya like dkds'a. 
11 437 11 ( 1985 ) 

Or, 

u II ( ) 

Ko va niccaggaho savvam ciya vibhava-bhanga-thiimaiyam | 
Pajjantaramettappanadiniccaivavaeso ii 438 ii ( 1986 ) 

[ 5fT l 

|t II ( ) 

Ko Va nityagrahah sarvamevapi bhava-bhahga— sthitunayam | 
Paryayantaramatrarpanadanityadivyapade^iah ii 438 || ( 1986 ) ] 

Trans . — 438 Or, why insist upon immutability ( at all ) ? 
Everything is suceptible to the state of production-break-and 
retention. Only by ( means of ) imposition of various methods, 
attributes like mutability etc, are designated.f ( 1 986 ) 

I ^ ga[ g^s^r- 

II II ( ) 


•f Vide V. 1843. 
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D. C7.— It is no use insisting exclusively upon nityata of 
muktdtma. Its a-nityatd could also be admitted to a certain 
extent by means of various methods. But, realy speaking, 
all objects are susceptible to utpada-vyaya-and dhrauvya 
II 438 H ( 1986 ) 

For a detailed discussion of bandha and moksa, see Chap. VI. 

Now, in reply to the assertion that the extinction of soul 
resembles that of lamp etc, the author states — 

^ \\^\\{\ 

Na ya savvaha vinaso’nalassa parinamao payasseva i 
K^umbhassa kavalana va tahavigarovalambhao ii 439 n ( 1987 ) 

[ ^ ^ mm qRort^^: i 

qiqraTRTfriq li li ( ) 

Na ca sarvatha vinaso’nalasya parinamatah payasa iva i 
Kumbhasya kapalSnamiva tathavikHropalambhat ||439ll (1987) ] 

Trans. — 439 Fire being mutable like milk does not vanish 
entirely, because of the apprehension of changes like those 
( in case ) of the pieces of ghaia. ( 1 987 ) 

5r^qR55w mil 

qi ^qr^RR i ?r ? i ivqTf-^srF 

^ ^qR^f^qqiT^Br iqqJTRq q^giftqqTortq^^Tftf^ ii ii 

( ) 

D. C — When a lamp is extinguished, its 6re does not 
enirely vanish. It is only mutable like milk. So, like milk 
turning into curds or like ghata changing into various pieces 
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by means of a stick etc light changes into darkness, but it 
does not vanish absolutely. ii 439 u ( 1987 ) 

Again, there is an objection and its reply — 

stf utfi ft ^ ut ? i 

w ii »»<> ii (\\«) 

Jai savvaha na naso’nalassa kim disae na so sakkham ? | 
Parinamasuhumayao jalayavigaranjanarau vva ii 440 ii ( 1988 ) 

Yadi sarvatha na na^o’nalasya kim dpsyate na sa saksat i 
Parinamasuksmatato jaladavikaro’hjanaraja iva ii 440 || ( 1988 )] 

Trans. — 440 “ If there is no absolute extinction of light, 
why it is not seen before our eyes ? ” “ Because of the subtlety 
of fruition as in the case of a change in cloud or dust particle. 
( 1988 ) 

?r I i qrf^DTTlRiK 

tr«?r, ?7|?f ^TRirrtr- 

H II ««o II ( ) 

D. C. — Prahhdsa : — If there were no absolute extinction 
of fire, why is it not perceived before our eyes ? 

BJiagavdn : — The v%]cdra of the light extinguished viz 
darkness-is not directly perceptible, because its parinama is 
very subtle in form. Changes in a black cloud at the time of 
dissolution of a cloud, are not perceived because of their very 



•: 496 :• 


Jinabhadra Gani's 


[ The eleventh 


subtle and the pollen of a collyriuxn also blown away 

by wind is not directly perceived, because it is very minute. 
But in no way, it means that it 'does not exist. So, the 
vilcdra of darkness in case of light is also non-apprehensible, 
not because it is non-existent but because its 'parindma is 
suksma. tl 440 II ( 1988 ) 

Also, 

♦ 

Houna indiyantaragajjha punarindiyantaraggahanam | 

Khandha enti na enti ya poggalaparlnamaya citta ii 441 1| (1989) 

?r =51 5^^qRiimgfi ^5rr 

Bhiitvendriyantaragrahyah punarindriyantaragrahanam | 
Skandha yanti na yanti ca pudgalaparinamata citra li441|l (1989)] 

Trans. — 441 ( Some ) objects apprehensible by ( one 
group of ) sense organs, are again apprehended by ( another 
group of ) sense-organs, while others are not apprehended 
( by another set of sense-organs ). Manifold is the nature of 
their fruitions. ( 1989 ) 

T?5(^!ITITmiTT^Tf?trj ^5£lTf|-i5r<if TSltf ^ ^^^11 

5r%H ^^Tg^FgrqiiTir^T^^, sr^Ttor 

^ ^r«T-\oii-s5r%fTT^ 'Tmmi?tRt!iq^r: 

^^ui I p^i^infirr srfq 
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sr^^T %T57q[Tfq s5[^’Tf^'»rmm ^sri ^?T?rift^ra \mK\i 

D. 0. — The manifold nature of pudgalor-pannamas is 
explained by means of the following example. Substances 
such as a sheet of gold, salt, ginger, harUaki ( yellow my- 
robalans), citrakavela, j&ggery eto-are first apprehended by sense- 
organs like eye etc, and then they undergo apprehension by 
means of other sense-organs such as that of touch, taste etc, 
when accompained by different substances, fields, and times etc. 
A sheet of gold is first apprehended by eyes, but when passed 
through fire and mixed with ashes for purification, it is 
apprehended by the sense of touch as well. x4.fterwards when 
It is separated from it, again it becomes apprehensible by eyes. 
The same is the case with objects like salt, ginger, green 
vegetables, jaggery etc. They are also caksurgrahya at the 
first instance, but when mixed with ashes or other groups of 
medicines or when turned into liquid, powder or paste, they 
are perceived by the sense of touch. Pudgalas like camphor 
and musk although perceptible by eyes at first, undergo 
perception by the sense of smell when earned by wind to a 
long distance. 

On the other hand, some pudgalas when carried to a 
distance longer than nine yojanasf do not undergo perception 
by means of any sense-organ on account of their subtle 
changes. In all these cases, variegated nature of the changes 
of pudgalas, is the main cause. || 441 || ( 1989 ) 

Besides, 

r^csit i 

f One Yojana-¥ouT Kashas or 9 miles (approximately) 
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Egegendiyagajjha jaha vayawadao tahaggeya i 

H6um cakkhuggajjha ghanindiyagaijhayamenti ii 442 II ( 1990 ) 

=^p?irr sTr3tf?§:qffTir^r ll ii ( ) 

Ekaikendriyagrahya yatha vayavyadayastatha’'gneyah | 

Bhutva caksurgrahya ghranendriyagrahyatam yanti )|442|| (1990)] 

Trans. — 442 Just as ( the particles of ) wind etc, are 
perceptible by each single sense-organ ( one by one ), ( those ) 
of fire also undergo perception by means of the sense of 
smell after being perceptible by eyes. ( 1 990 ) 

mir:, mii- 

^qq, ^q qgq <?q, ^q^qq qiiTJ i qqq qqr qrqisqqq: 

ii%qi^q qi%Rqq^^f^q^q qiin qf^oriqTJqt 

i%q':qrq?iT if?s:qi'q^qiiir srfq qq?3fifq ^qq^q q»q^, m 
q^gqr srfq qq'tqqqi sriT^qB ^^qr q^i^ ^^qr^ 

qf^qq; q qq qiqqy^qTt q?qt sri%T^s(qqTirqiiqqTf?q, qa[ 
T%i=5q^-^^ ^ ^ ?l motes' ^oTtq^vqq 

qq fq«qrqq^qf^^R ffq ii n ( 1 %%^ ) 

D. O' —Wind is perceptible by the sense of touch, juice 
by that of taste alone, odour by that of smell alone, form by 
that of eyes alone, and sound by that of ears alone. The 
particles of vayu are thus apprehended by one particular sense 
only. Still however, these pudgalas are apprehended by other 
sense-organs also when they undergo changes. 

In case of light, particles of flame are perceptible by eyes. 
When light is extinguished, these particles change into dark- 
ness and are perceived by the sense of smell. Light, therefore, 
does not turn into nothingness, but its change into darkness 
IS apprehended. || 442 || ( 1990 ) 
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qi%%TOTt q^tsoTT^rfqft^R n ii (\W) 

Jaha divo nivvano parinamaniaramio taha jivo | 

Bhannai pariniwano patto’nabahaparinamam n 443 ti ( 1991 ) 

T^fq^rk: li ii ( 

Yatha dipo nirvanah parinamantaramitastatha jtvab | 

Bhanyate parinirvanah prapto’nabadbapannamam ii443ii (1991)] 

Trans. — 443 Just as light changed into another form, is 
said to have attained nirvana ( final extinction ) the Soul also, 
is said to have attained nirvana ( final liberation ) when it 
has turned into a faultless form. ( 1991 ) 

qTq: fq^k? 

frfeqr^ 

Rint kqfqt RifI ^th i 

kqkmf^ ii ii ( ) 

D O . — Just as light is said to have atained wrvana when 
it changes into darkness, the Soul is also said to have attained 
nirvana when it has changed into a form which is void of 
Karma^ and which possesses absolutely a~murta characteristics 
of the form and nature of the Soul. This shows that mohsa 
is nothing but the pure eternal positive condition of j\va when 
miseries etc are exterminated. 

Prahhasa: — If moksa is nothing but the pure eternal 
positive condition of jiva^ at the removal of miseries etc, then, 
in absence of objects of pleasure like s'abda etc, the free Soul 
will have no happiness. I) 443 II ( 1991 ) 

Bhagavan replies:— 
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OTTOTI^iTMffsfT ^fT \ 

^ T%fT2[m'TTT-SS^Tfi:5R’Tf II II (\\\<) 

Muttassa param sokkham nananabahao jaha munino I 
Taddhamma puna virahadavarana-’bahaheOnam ii 444ii (1992) 

S?rfl^fT^T5r^irr-ss^T5ii|?|j?T5q; il ««» il ( ) 

Muktasya param saukhyam jnananabadhato yatha muneh | 
Taddharma punarvirahadavarana-”bhadhahetunam ||444|| (1992)] 

Trans. — 444 Like a sage, the free soul ( enjoys ) perfect 
happiness by ( virtue of ) its ( high ) knowledge, in absence of 
( all ) obstructions. In absence of interruptions and obstructions, 
it ( enjoys ) ( all ) its qualities. ( 1992 ) 

I “ ormTDIRTf^ SfR-ST^fT- 

qft fRRRTi; ^ fr^Tnior^ I m 

glgfrJl^Tg:^ 3rRT«fir%^ ? 

gfRT-RT^T«4^T^ S^TRT I f cf: ? I I I 

3rr5r^ii|f|jn^, arr^mlfi^T ^ I <3(^1^ tgmurRrg; 

JTf 

1 5r^q:-^5rr^Tf^%5T 

i^RT, I m =^TC— 

RfR ii Hi 
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II »«« II ( KVKR ) 

D. C . — Muklatmd enjoys a perfect but natural happiness. 
When there is no dvarana^ it attains high cognizance and 
when there is absolute ahhdva of Karma, which is nothing 
but a cause of un-happiness, it is free from all sorts of 
miseries. So, like a sage, muktdtma enjoys the delight of high 
cognizance. It enjoys perfect happiness as it is free from the 
miseries of birth, old age, disease, death, separation from the 
beloved, absence of love, sorrow, hunger, thirst, cold, heat, 
desire, anger, pride, passion, hatred, anguish, wickedness, and 
eagerness etc. Lik the Sun, the free soul shines by its own lustre. 

It has therefore been said that — 

Sthitah ^itansuvajjlvah prakritya bhavasuddhaya I 
Candrikavacca vijham tapdavaranamabhravat tl 1 || 

With reference to the unobstructed happiness, it has also 
been said — 

Sa vyabadhabhavat sarvajhatvacca bhavati paramasukhi | 
VyabadhSbhavo’tra svacchasya jnasya paramasukham n2ii444(1992)] 

The opponent, then, asks and Bhagavan replies — 

Mutto karanabhavadannani kham va, nanu viruddho’yam i 
Jamajivaya vi pavai etto cciya bhanai tannama ii 445 ii ( 1993 ) 

Muktah karanfibhavadajiiani khamiva, nanu viruddho’yam | 
Yadajlvatapi prapnotyetasmadeva bhanati tannama ||445|1 (1993) ] 
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7/'fl/zs.-T445 “ A free ( soul ) is ignorant like the sky, in 
absence of senses. “ This is really fallacious. Because, in 
that case, it would attain lifelessness as well. ” “ Let it 
( attain lifelessness. ) ” ( 1993 ) 

S^FrHT, I W* 

I 5T ^ 

^T^T?T':qf^5^5rj ^T'iBTT=?rT^0TTfq q%§5=(T^^, 

q^^qqq5^^5:i5q% ? 1 

q^wr^i4: f?rqi^, fqirf^rrqRj^t 

q^s^rfq q^fq^i^ fq^’sqtgi; 1 

sftq^q qj^IN^fq ^ ^qr^q II II ( ) 

D. O, — Frabhdsa : — When a muUatma is free from sense- 
organs, it will be called ignorant like dkds'a. 

Bhagavari : — It is not so. The argument advanced by you, 
proves even a contrary po,rydya of soul. It will prove muhtdtmd 
to be lifeless in absence of mdriyas. 

Prahhdsa: — Well, what is wrong if muktatmd is taken as 
lifeless * || 445 ii ( 1993 ) 

Bhagavdn replies— 

T-sg’^ I 

^ ^ ^5niRT?iT^iat f II II (%%%^) 

Davva-’muttatta sahavajaio tassa duravivariyam i 

Nahi jaccantaragamanara juttam nabhasovva jivattamii446ll(1994) 
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Dravya’murtatvavat svabhavajatitastasya duraviparltam i 

Na hi jatyantaragamanaui yuktam nabhasa iva jivatvaixiii446||(1994)] 

Trans . — 446 By virtue of its natural genesis like dravyaiva 
and a-nmrtatva, it is far the most fallacious. Like life to sky, 
its transgression to the other genesis, is not proper. ( 1994 ) 

“ ra srnt: 

i f%5r^ ^^r^rTsr^nRi: ? 

t^i3. 3[5^rT-s:|i?^«ritRr i 

mj 5f 3^3 1 
5ft5r?^3 1 |3^3-^s[5qr^3, ^ 

3?rT 5TT%:^ sr^ir^ % 

^5r ^ i 3 ^ ^ft^rtsrjrrt 

sn^:, srf^ 

sfir^rf^^oT ^5r i^T5r^«ri?n^Trt ^ 1 h 

^^|S|[5q 3!?^ ^ gqm, 34 

3T5rTf-’^‘#^3, ^f| ^rw- 

m\\i 3iT«i?ir5i3’' IT%, Ji^rfr- 
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^^ 3 :, W feTT^T f^rsrqi , ^171 
^siTS%-f^t7f^IfTr1 3;?T-^^'TR7%1; ^ %rTi?f|gr, 

W %%^r7Tg[, ^ 3 5^7- 

I ^onTTixiicr^Rf^^sr 

3 ^^^ II W ( ) II 

D. C. — Bhagavdn : — Your statement is absolutely fallacious. 
Just as drayatva and a-murtatva are the innate characteristics 
of a soul, and just as that genesis of jlva never exists in any 
condition in a genesis having contrary characteristics like 
a-dravyoiva and a-murtatva^ jtvatva is also the innate and 
natural characteristic of jiva, and that genesis of jtva never 
exists in a genesis having opposite characteristics. Conse- 
quently, in the state oi muktdtmrt, jiva does never become a-jtvce 

Just as a free soul never attains the condition of a-dra- 
vyaiva and murtatva^ it never reaches a hfe-less state leaving 
aside its own innate living characteristics. For, if it leaves 
its own svabhdva, the sky and molecules will also leave their 
innate characteristics and accept the unnatural tendency. 

PrabJidsa : — If it is so, how do you explain your statement 
that muktdtma is a-jiva like dkds'a, on account of the abhdva 
of sense-organs. 

Bhagavdn : — The statement was made by me only to refute 
the opponent’s view. In doing so, the reason has already 
been explained, but this argument does not lead to prove 
muJctdtmd to be lifeless, as there is no praiibandka for it For, 
if jivatva is established by the existence of %ndriyas, it goes 
without saying that in absence of sence-organs, jiva will also 
be absent, as in the cases of fire and smoke, and As'oka and 
vrksatva. But it does not happen actually. The sense-organs 
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are connected with body by the relation of part» and whole, 
but they are not connected with^^^va because of its a-murtatva. 
It is not correct, therefore, to say that with the ahhava of 
indriyas, there is abhdva of jtvatva in muktdtma. 

Prabhdsa : — But, even in that case, how will you answer 
my contention that muktdtma is ignorant like sky in absence 
of sense-organs ? 

The reply is — 

3: rTTf II U 

li II ( ) 

Muttaibhavao novaladdhiinantindiyaim kumbho vva i 
Uvalambhaddarani ti taim jivo taduvaladdha || 447 II { 1995 ) 

Taduvarame vi saranao tavvavare vi novalambhao i 
Indiyabhinno aya pancagavakkhovaladdha va || 448 ll ( 1996 ) 

g II II ( ) 

STRAIT II II ( ) 

Miirtadibhavato nopalabdhimantindnyani kumbha iva | 
Upalambhadvarani tu tani jivastdupalabdha II 447 |i ( 1995 ) 

Taduparame’pi sinaranastadvyapare’pi nopalambhat | 
Indriyabhinna atma pancagavaksopalabdheva || 448 || ( 1996 ) ] 

Trans . — 447-448 On account of their ( qualities like ) 
murtatva etc like ghata, sense-organs do not attain apprehen- 
sion, but they are mere mediums of apprehension. Their 
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( real ) agent of apprehension is jim. Because of ( its power 
of ) recollection, even when they cease to work and for want 
of apprehension even when they are working, the soul is 
distinguished from sense-organs like an observer from the 
five windows. ( 1995-1996 ) 

i 

II ( ) II 

D. C , — If the mdriyas were the real agents of appre- 
hension, there would have been no perception when they 
ceased to work. But it does not happen so. On the other 
handj when they worked, perception should positively take 
place, but due to the absent-mindedness of the observer it does 
not happen so. The power of jiva is thus established from the 
positive as well as negative point of view. Il447-448|1 (1995-1996) 

Indicating that jnana would not vanish with indriyas, but 
It is the very innate nature of j\va, the author states — 

5TTRTf|3Tr ?r f I 

srRq q JTiniqrflgJi ^ 

Nanarahio na jivo saruvao’nu vva muttibhavenam i 

Jam tena viruddharaidam atthi ya so nanarahio ya Il449li (1997) 

^ ^ ii II ( ) 

Jhanarahito na jlvah svarupato’nuriva murtibhavena I 

Yat tena viruddhamidamasti ca sa jnSnarahitasoa |1449|| (1997) ] 

Trans. — 449 Like an atom, jlva as such is not void of 
cognizance, because of its corporeal nature. Hence, the state- 
ment that it IS void of cognizance is incorrect. ( 1997 ) 
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sr^f g^ 

I 5fi ft ^^r^q^r^ssr^s^R gsq^, 

?i^qT?i*?qrtj^, qqr =qRR^^^^g;-^‘ q fi sr^qRqiir ^ ^^it f 

iftq^ ffq II ( n’^vs ) II 

D. 0. — Just as an atom cannot exist without a finite form, 
jiva could also never exist without cognizance, as cognizance 
is the very nature of jiva. Since a corporeal body cannot 
exist without a finite form, your statement that muktatma is 
void of jnana, is absolutely incorrect. II 449 |l ( 1997 ) 

Again there is a question and its reply— 

ftf sfr R^rq; i 

’TftT%-RRf%R5nT3fT 

K.iha so nanasaruvo nanu paccakkhanubhuio niyae i 
Paradehammi vi gajjho sa pavitti-niviltilingao ii 450 ii ( 1998 ) 

q^^lsfq gTir: ^ n «Ho ii ( ) 

Katham sa jhanasvarupo nanu pratyaksanubhutito nijake i 
Paradehe’pi grahyah sa pravritti-nivrittilihgat || 450 II ( 1998 )] 

Trans. — 450 “ How does it exist in the form of cogni- 
zance ? ” '* By direct apprehension, it is cognizible in case of 
its own body, and in the capacity of engagement and retirement 
in case of another’s body.” ( 1998 ) 

f R^q^q fR i 

qg fq% qrqg; qvq^igqqr^q 
frq^q^qt ^q # fqfrq^, f^s^qsqiqT^q^^sf^ qg^n- 
qi^q^sqmfg^qRTq;, qptqr^sfq qRqqq^^qiqiqgq^^qrq;, 
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3rf grr-sf mmfr 

%?r% i 

I ^ m** I I m- 

msTfr%-f^lRf%fTf^^ II «Ho 11 ( ) II 

D. O. — Prabhdsa : — With what authority can you say that 
Jiva IS jhdnasvarupa f 

Bhagavdn: — That jtva exists as cognizance in its own 
body is seen by means of direct apprehension. Even when 
sense-organs cease to work, the object perceived by sense- 
organs, is recollected, while sometimes the object is not 
apprehended even when the sense-organs are working because 
of absent-mindednes-sometimes perception crops up in the 
mind due to the relaxation of their destruction at the time of 
explanation. 

In case of another’s body also, jtva is known to be 
jhanasvarupa on account of its inclination ( to the desirable 
objects ) and aversion ( from the undesirable ones ). ii450ll(1998)] 

And, 

^ ^ ii w w ( ) 

Savvavaranavagame so suddhayaro bhavejja suro vva i 
Tammayabhavabhavadannauitlam na juttam se ii 451 ii ( 1999 ) 

Sarvavaranapagame sa suddhataro bhavet sura iva i 
Tanmayabhavfibhavadajhftnitvam na yuktam tasya ||45 111 (1999) ] 

Trans. — 451 At the removal of all interruptions, that 
( muktatnia ) would be purer like the Sun. It is not, therefore, 
proper to attribute ignorance to it. ( 1999 ) 
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5IRTirTT»T% I Wg55^?5r^5ilR^’T 

^^«iTr»?T^?iT^T5rTi; I^j ^ 

^ fRsr^TJir^^ TO^ri^fg 

II «H? II ( K^%\ ) II 

D. C.—Muktatmd possesses the power of complete cogni- 
zance. A soul having sense-organs is cognizant but to a more or 
less extent on account of its dvaranas being removed partially 
Since all the dvarcmas are removed in case of a muktdimd, it 
is completely cognizant 

Just as the Sun becomes completely resplendent with 

lustre when all the dva/i'cmas like clouds etc are removed the 

• > 

muktdtmd is also completely resplendent with the lustre of 
cognizance when all avaranas of indrtyas have been removed. 
II 451 II ( 1999 ) 

f II II ( ^ooo ) 

flqTRf g€lf HfRqi:TRTWaT?^T3fr I 

f ?RT f W II 

Evam pagasamaio jivo chiddavabhasayattao i 
Kincimmettam bhasai chiddavaraiiapaivo vva ii 452 ii ( 2000 ) 

Subahuyaram viyanai mutto savvappihanavigamao i 
Avaniyagharo vva naro vigayavaranappaivo vva ii 453 || (200 1 ) 

[ 5ft5rf5^si:R^T^iK?srTt[ i 

T%%?1TR II II ( ) 
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ifpt S^: I 

II II (^o«0 

Evam praka^ainayo jtva^ohidravabhftsakatvat | 

Kmcmmatram bhasate ehidravaranapradipa iva li452H { 2000 ) ] 

Subahutaram vijanati muktah sarvapidhanavigamat | 
Apanitagriha iva naro vigatavaranapradipa iva || 453 il (2001) ] 

Trans . — 452-453 The soul is thus lustrous. It shines 
only a little, like a lamp ( shining ) under a porous obstruction 
on account of its shining through holes. ( But ) like a person 
relieved from home or like a lamp shining without obstructions, 
the muktatrm perceives completely, when all its interruptions 
have been removed. ( 2000-2001 ) 

#«iiT5^irT5rw- 

5^T5r^«rr=!if sirnt sftf: ^ 

s-i^nTmorsT^lfcr ^ fl 

^rl«iT Ji^T?in5fTR |i% mi i 

qt iiRT-sDiRT^sTt II II 

( ^ooo-qoo? ) 

D. C , — Jiva IS thus shown as lustrous with complete 
perception. In the mundane life, jtva is obstructed by various 
avaranas and hence it will be able to perceive through the holes 
of indriyas to a certain extent like a lamp shining through a 
porous wall. 

But in the mukta state, the free soul illumines everything 
perfectly with its power of cognizance like a lamp shining 
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without any obstruction or like a man relieved qf all house- 
hold worries. 

This proves, therefore, the assertion that a free soul enjoys 
perfect happiness by means of perfect perception, when all its 
obstructions have been removed. II 452-453 ii ( 2000-2001 ) ] 

Then doubting the existence of happiness to a free soul, 
the opponent argues — 

^ If i 

STNTd Id ^ U II 

Punna-’punnakayaim jam suha-dukkhaim lena tannase i 
Tannasao mutto nissuha-dukkho jahagasam II 454 ii ( 2002 ) 

Ahava nissuha-dukkho nabham va dehe’ndiyai bhavao | 

Adharo deho cciya jam suha-dukkhovaladdhinam ii455ll (2003) 

s€t wTOq; ii ii ( ) 

srsisTT i 

II II ( Ro oO 

Punya-’punyakfite yat sukha-duhkhe tena tannage | 

TannaSad mukto nihsukha-duhkho yathakasam || 454 li (2002) 

Athava nihsukh-duhkho nabha iva dehe-ndriyadyabhavat | 
Adharo deha eva yat sukha-duhkhopalabdhinam ||455||(2003) ] 

Trans . — 454-455 Since happiness and misery are the 
products of pmya and papa ( respectively ), the mukta ( soul ) 
will be free from punya and papa like akasa, because it 
vanishes with them. Or, since body ( itself ) is the means of 
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apprehen‘sioi\ of happiness and misery, it is free from happiness 
and misery like the sky, in absence of body as well as sense- 
organs. ( 2002-2003 ) 

qrqjRoirjiTqrg; 

i sr^rqi, ^|-Rs:qrmqr^t 

«?q, =q |5q|, 

^ JiiqtR§[qTqTt fR l 

m ^tr IR ii il 

( ^oo^-^oo^ ) 

D. 0. — Prabhcisa . — That happiness is bom of punya and 
misery of papa, has already been accepted by you. Now, 
when punya and p>apa vanish, happiness and misery being 
their karyas, will naturally vanish Hence, like; the sky 
rmhtatma will be free from sukha-duhklut. Or, it will be free 
from sukha-duhkha in absence of deha and wdriyas. 

Since deha is an active means of apprehending sukha- 
duhkha there will be no apprehension of sukha-duhkha in 
absence of deha In absence of %ndriyas, there will be no 
cognizance. Consequently, a mukta ( being ) can never experi- 
ence sukha-duhkha. II 454-465 u ( 2002-2003 ) 

Bhagavm replies — 

r%?r ^ i 

Punnaphalam dukkham ciya kammodayao phalam va pavassa | 
Nanu pavaphale vi samam paccakkhavirohia ceva ii 456 li (2004) 

[ q>ql3(qf?r; mm i 

?r3 qiq’^^sfq li li ( ) 
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Punyaphalam duhkhameva karmodayatah phalamiva* papasya i 
Nanu papaphale’pi samam pratyaksavirodhita caiva. ||456||(2004)] 

Trans . — 456 “ On account of { the rise of ) Kfl-rma, the 
fruition of virtuous deeds is even distressful like the fruition 
of sins. The same is really the case with the fruition of 
sins also. ” And it is ( nothing but ) clear contradiction. (2004) 

II n ( ^oo» ) 

D. O — Bhagavan: — Like papa phalas, the punya phalas 
like that of attaining cakravarh pada ( sovereignty of the world ) 
etc, are also distressful on account of their being produced 
by Karma. 

Prabhasa: — The same could be said o( pdpa-phalas as well. 
The pdpa-phalas although known as distressful are in reality 
happy, on account of their being produced by Karma. 

Bhagcmdn’. — Since you have not understood the real sense 
of sukha-duhkha, you have said so. But it is really contra- 
dicting. II 436 II ( 2004 ) 

i 

rrwTr%^RT%^^ ^ T% 1% 

Jatto cciya paccakkham Somma I suham natthi dukkhamevedam 
Tappadiyaravibhattam to punnaphalam ti dukkham ti ii457il (2005) 


£5 
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Yata eva pratyaksam Saumya I sukhatu nasti duhkhamevedam i 
Tatpratikaravibhaktam tatah punyaphalamiti duhkhamiti 11457 |i ] 

Trans.— 457 That which is directly perceived as happiness 
is not happiness, O Saumya ! but it is only misery. It has 
been distinguished ( from duhkha ) only as its resistance. 
The fruition of virtuous deeds is, therefore, ( nothing but ) 
duhkha . ;( 2005 ) 

5Ir?I^ mmf ^ ^ 

IT%, m- 

=^3[^T-Sf ^ 

sr^^rdsf^r- 

tgj5T^q«JT-!|^-f^^^T’iITf^5^TTV^?«r-W^T^5r|^^ 
ira I 

|:#rsfq m i^T«T- 

5(511 I 

1 ?r te II I II 

jrfggr l 

^ri%«(5iT’T5iw^ 5r«iT ^T3?f n ^ ii 

ItKti Vmi sior^Jii ? 

g?ri f% fe^ii ^ ii 

It4 ^ ^^':%?5:5rB?r?!ir «Twr45|f^g; i 

sr^ii; I iivii 
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I “ ^ I# >55r5^sr^«ir 

II »HVS II ( RooH ) 

D. G. — Bhagavdn : — Pleasure aflEbrded by objects like 
garlands, sandal-wood, and woman etc is, in reality, nothing 
but misery in this world. This suhha has been distinguished 
from duhkha ( in the form ) of passions generated from the 
eagerness to enjoy sexual pleasures with woman etc. Only 
ignorant people call it happiness. 

But really speaking, such sorts of happiness are only 
temporarily pleasant like the scratching of herpes. 

While, putting to the gallows, aching in the stomach, 
headache, and the fetters of imprisonment etc, are known 
as miseries. 

Prahhdsct : — It is evidently contradictory to say that, sukha 
of the enjoyment with woman etc. and of the attainment of 
the sovereignty etc. are duhkha. 

Bhagavdn: —It is not contradictory to say so. It is perceived 
as sukha only to those who are disillusioned by ignorance. 
There will be establishment of suhha similar to the scratching 
of herpes or enjoying the forbidden food even in misery as 
they act as resistance against the distress of passions produced 
by eagerness to attain pleasure. 

So, it has been said — 

Nagnah preta ivavis^h kvanantimupgrihya tarn | 
Gadhayasitasarvangah sa sukhi ramate kila ii 1 ii 

Autsukyamatramavasadayati pratistha kliSnati labdha 

paripalanavrittireva | 

NatiSramapagamanaya yatha Sramaya rajyam svahastagata 

dandamivatapatram ii 2 || 
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Bhuktah ^pyab sakalakamadudhastatah kim samprinitah 

pranayinah svadhanaistatah kim ? | 
Dattam padam §irasi vidvisatam tatah kim kalpam sthitam 

tanubhritam tanubhistatah kim ? || 3 || 

Itthani na kincidapi sadhana-sadhyajatam svapnendrajala- 

sadriSam paramartha^unyam i 

Atyantanirvritikaram yadapetabadham tad Brahma vanchata janah | 

yadi cetanasti I) 4 i| 

The punya plialas awarding the attainment of viso/ya 
suhhas are thus proved as nothing but duhlchamaya in reality. 

II 457 II ( 2005 ) 

H iff ^ Tfqtd i%on TO II 8H'i II (5100^) 

Visayasuham dukkham ciya dukkhapadiyarao tigiccha vva i 
Tam suhamuvayarao na uvayaro vina taccam || 458 ii ( 2006 ) 

fkm II «H<J II ( ) 

Visayasukham duhkhameva duhkhpratikarata^cikitseva | 

Tat sukhamupacarad nopacaro vina tathyam || 458 || ( 2006 ) ] 

Trans . — 458 The sensuous pleasure is distressful like 
medicine on account of its being a resistance against distress. 
It is ( known as ) happiness by ( virtue of ) usage { only ). 
And there is no usage without fact. ( 2006 ) 

II II ( ) 

D. C . — Since visaya suhha is after all a resistance against 
duhhha, it is nothing but duhhlia. For the removal of diseases 
like leprosy^ boil, or piles, Just as a dose of decoction and 
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cutting off or burning some rotten part, are considered as pleasant 
inspite of their causing pain, the visaya sukhas are also con- 
sidered as duhkhamaya inspite of their affording pleasure. 

The visaya sukha is known as sukha by means of ujpacdra 
only. This upacdra is not reality but its existence is based 
on real objects. Without the existence of a real lion, the 
attribute of lion could never be given to mdnavaka, (1458 ii (2006) 

^ iishMi (hoovs) 

Tamha jam muttasuham tarn taccam dukkhasamkhae’vassam l 
Munino’nabahassa va nippadiyarappasuio n 459 ii ( 2007 ) 

II II ( ^oo\s ) 

Tasmad yad muktasukham tat tathyam duhkhasamksaye’va^yam i 
Muneransbhadhasyeva nispratikaraprasuteh || 459 || ( 2007 ) ] 

Trans. — 459 Hence, at the removal of ( all ) miseries, 
happiness of a free ( soul ) being produced unresisted and 
unobstructed like a sage, is undoubtedly a real { happiness ) 

( 2007 ) 

I ? I ft i fl m 

gw iWJ’Eg 3fg^g?w^^s5r?gggr 

g^q g«gq;i 2 1 

fgfirggcT-wsfgTgr gi^-gjTw-g^f^q;mffgigTf(; i 
fgiwq^TWRtfglg §fgrfgTgF[ il 2 ii 
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II W II ( ) 

D. (7. — Happiness enjoyed by a mukta being is real, and 
is not based upon upaedra because it is naturally generated 
without any resistance. Like that of a learned sage, having 
no obstacle in his way, this sukha is free from all sorts of 
miseries found in the mundane world. 

It has been said, therefore, that, 

Nirjitamada-madananam vak-ksya-manovikararahitanarn i 
Vinivyittaparai§anamihaiva moksah suvihitanam 1)459 li (2007)] 

Also, 

m srnimsfts# sfW) ffrotira^rtf i 

g# II 8^0 II (^ooc) 

^ ira fRutwmfv ^ I 

ll Il («|oo^) 

Jaha va nanamao'yam jivo nanovaghai cavaranam i 
Karanamanuggahakarim savvavaranakkhae suddhi ii460ll (2008) 

Taha sokkhamao jIvo pavatn tassovaghaiyam neyam l 
Punnamanuggahakarim sokkham sawakkhae sayalam ||46 1 1 1 (2009) 

II II ( Rooc ) 

?r«rT 'TIT g^TTTkTJ I 

S®TT3?T|T5Tft II II ( ) 

Yatha Va jnanamayo’yam jivo, jnanopaghati cavaranam i 
Karanamanugrahakari sarvavaranak^ye suddhih || 460 tl (2008) 

Tatha saukhyamayo jivah papam tasyopaghatikam jneyam | 
Punyamanugrahakari saukhyam sarvaksaye sakalam ||46lu 2009)] 
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Trans. — 460-461 Or, just as since this soul is full of 
knowledge, ( any sort of ) interruption is an obstacle to ( the 
apprehension of ) knowledge, sense-organs are helpful ( to it ) 
( and just as ), at the destructiou of all interruptions, ( there is ) 
pure ( cognizance \ the soul is full of happiness. Sinful deed is 
( its ) obstruction, a virtuous deed is ( the ) helpful ( element ) 
and at the destruction of all deeds, there is perfect ( appre- 
hension of ) happiness, { 2008-2009 ) 

^qi^nq^ i mt ^qk^oirq^^ 

q^'cjq R?q=qR^ ^^q^ 

D. 0 . — The soul is full of infinite knowledge of which 
Mati-jndna etc are the obstructions, and sense-organs are the 
supporting agents like the holes in a cluster of clouds 
covering the sun-shine. When all the obstructions are removed, 
there is absolute apprehension of pure cognizance. 

Similarly, the soul possesses infinite happiness of which 
^dpais the obstructive element, and punya the helping element. 
When all sorts of papa and punya are removed, the muktdtmd 
attains perfect happiness which has neither obstructions nor 
upacdras. t) 460-461 tl ( 2008-2009 ) 

Or, 

3If m di I 

dHiufd <nwf rfdt i%q gf ii ii (sto^o) 
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Jaha va kammakkhayao so siddhattaiparinaim labhai I 
Taha samsaraiyam pavai tatto cciya suham ti ii 462 ii ( 1020 ) 

YathS Va karmaksayatah sa siddhatvadiparinatim iabhate i 
Tatha samsaratitam prapnoti tata eva sukhamiti H 462 u (2010)] 

Trans. — 462 Just as it attains the form of siddhatva etc, 
on account of the destruction of Karma, it attains the celestial 
happiness also, due to the same reason. ( 2010 ) 

^iRT-W SIT 

^ROIT^iTT^l^ 

^r^RirRT%% ii ii ( ) 

D. C. — Just as a muktatma attains siddhatva etc when it 
is free from the bondages of Karma, it attains celestial 
happiness also due to the same reason. So, your argument 
that since muktatma is free from papa-punya, it has no 
sukha-duJikha also like sky, proves itself absolutely unfounded. 
11 462 II ( *2010 ) 

Now, in reply to the argument that ‘ deha is the only 
agent of perceiving sukha-duhkha, the author states — 

HT^TT-S^aT^f ^ If %0t I 

II II 

Saya’-sayam dukkham tavvirahammi ya suham ]ao tenam i 
Dehin-diesu dukkham sokkham dehin-diyabhave || 463 ii (2011) 
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It^ II 11 ( RoU ) 

Sata-’satam duhkham tadvirahe ca sukham yatastena i 

Dehe— ndriyesu d.uhkham saukhyaiD dehe-ndriyabhave ii463\l(2011)] 

Trans. — 463 Results of sinful and virtuous deeds are 
only distressful. And since happiness is ( attained ) in their 
absence, ( there is ) misery ( in case of ) body and sense-organs 
existing, ( and ) ( there is ) happiness in absence of body and 
sense-organs. (2011 ) 

II II ( ) 

D. 0 . — It has already been proved that even punya-phalas 
are duhkhamaya in this mundane world. And pdpa-phalas 
are undoubtedly duhkhamaya. This shows that everything in 
this world is full of misery. This sort of duhkha can never 
affect muktdtmds. 

Muktatmd being free from such duhkhas, enjoys perfect and 
infinite happiness showing there~by that duhkha exists only 
where deha and indriyas exist; and real mkha is always found in 
a siddha being who is free from deha and indnyas. ii46S|i (2011) 

Or, 

^ 5 tr if ^ I 

H^TRtfsrikf rai^it 11 h ( ) 
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Jo va dehfn-diyajara suhamicchai tam paducca doso’yatn \ 
Samsarafyamidam dhammantarameva siddhisuham ||464|1 (2012) 

[ % srr i 

II II ( ) 

Yo vfi dehe-ndriyajam sukhamicchati tam pratitya doso’yam i 
Samsilratltamidam d barman tarameva siddhisukham ||464|l (2012)] 

Tram , — 464 Or, according to one who believes in the 
happiness (afforded) by body and sense dlone, this (may involve) 
a difficulty. But this celestial happiness is far above the mundane 
world and has ( perfectly) different characteristics. ( 2012 ) 

=^5r^s<:?r5[?§ifni;, sTTf^^rt 

“ |?2?q ^ 

II II ( ^0^5^ ) 

D. C — According to one who is disillusioned by the 
infatuation of this mundane world and its sensuous pleasures, 
the happiness of deha and indriyats would be the only happiness 
and there would be nothing like moksa-sukha in his view-point. 
He would, therefore, find fault with our belief by saying 
that muktatmd can never experience sukha as it has no deha> 
and %ndriyas. 

But those like us who recognize the existence of muktatmd 
and its uncomparable infinite happiness, understand that 
moksa-sukha being samsdrdtita, has absolutely different chara- 
cteristics and hence, there is no dosa. || 464 || ( 2012 ) 

Here again, there is a question and its reply — 

511 fe u| 5nait-DiraR[3 ft ;ii nft# i 
ojiuj ?T ft nnt t iiv^'iii 



1 

3 Ganadharavfida •: 523 :• 

Kaha nanu meyam li mai nana-’nabahau tti nanu 3)haniyam i 
Tadaniccam nanam pi ya ceyanadhammo tti rago vva ll465u (20 1 3) 

fRirfq ^ m ii ii 

Katham nanu meyamiti matirjnana-’nabadhata iti nanu bhanitam i 
Tadanityani jnSnamapi ca cetanadharma iti raga iva || 465 ||(201B) ] 

Trans. — 465 ( The question may be that ). “ How could 
it really be taken like that ? (The reply is)-“ It has already been 
said that { it is so ) on account of the uninterrupted cognizance. ” 
Then, even cognizance being a quality of consciousness, it will 
be a-nitya like affection. ( 2013 ) 

srfq ^ 

^ 5r?nBt^ ^ 

# 2 ^mT-son- 

5ifs i ^Ji^fq qrf- 

II W II ( ) 

D. G. — Prabhasa : — With what pramana or anwmana do 
you establish the existence of the above-mentioned imhmsukha ? 

Bhagavdn:— The anumdna has already been stated that, 
like a sage, muUdtmd enjoys perfect happiness by virtue of 
its uninterrupted cognizance. 

Prabhasa : — In that case, as happiness and cognizance on, 
the part of free soul are cetana-dharmas, they would be 
a-mtya, like rdga. || 465 |i ( 2013 ) 

There is another inference also— 
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WT ^ ^T^Tsq' 

Kayagaibhavao va navarana”bahakaranabhava i 
Uppaya-tthii-bhangassahavao va na doso’yam ii 466 ti ( 2014 ) 

[ f HT?i^irr-ss5nw^«irr¥iRT?i, i 

HIT ^ II II 

Kritakfidibhavato va navarana”bhadhakaranabhavat i 
Utpada-sthiti-bhangasvabhavato va na doso’yam ||466ll (2014)] 

Trans . — 466 “ Or, is it a-nitya because of ( its ) being 
factitious etc ? ” It is not so, as there is no cause for ( the 
production of ) obstacles and interruptions. Or, this fault ( of 
a-nityata ) does not arise ( at all ) on account of its nature of 
being susceptible to production, retention and. destruction. ” (2014) 

<< TT T%5^^TTR# I I I 31^11 W* 

^j^T^^on-ssiTT^I, ig;, I 

^ ^ RIR ^ JlRW-ssgT^RRlRrSR:, 

H fT5T-iRi«T5rr?r:, ^ 

Rig; ^^RRRRq; ? I JI R ^^S^qf^Tc^lT 

5[5q?srT-'5^‘5|RTf^f^4R=^wg; i %^r^^i?RTg; ?rI* 

Ig: I 5?if^- 

I fRiR^t ^fRTf^q5t%?r 

?r^5Tlr(, STRRT-SS^t^^r^UfRI^^ ^ 
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I 5T f| ‘q?5[5^t^iqFTJ 

3i>i^rqi|^?qt qr qqg ffq i 
m fqj^gq ^^01 f q^cqT3[fqt^ iriq- 

g%5 qfq^'JT q qqfq^^qqqi IqfqqTtr ^R^q fqqr^n^, i^q^qif^ 
q^qqq q^iq^^^q qftormT^q^^fqtq^qi'sq^ i qff %^^r«qqT, 
lfq q4qfq~“3’:qTq-f|ttqnq’’ frqqRqrss^T^j-qsT^^^q^q ^1- 
^qifq q^’E^q^q flqts-rqT^-qssq^rqTsqT^^qqqi^ 
irrq^^fq ^qf^q^irq^qt^ qrq q^rqtqiqfqg^^'iit s^mk ^q 
ifq II II ( RW ) 

D. O. — Prohhasa; — Jnana and siihha of a s%ddha being, 
are a-nitya firstly because they are produced by means of the 
painful observance of penances etc, and secondly, because they 
are susceptible to production like ghata. 

Bhagavan: — Your argument is absolutely unfounded. 
0 Prohhasa ' Jhana and suhha of a muktdtmd would be a-nitya 
only if they vanished. By means of jhandvaranas, jnana 
would be obscured and hence destroyed and with the rise of 
sinful deeds, sukha would vanish. Both these obstructions 
jhdndvaranas and papa^karmas are bound by the hetus of 
mithydlwa etc, muktdtmd being free from such hetus it is free 
from jhdndvara/nas and papa-karmas also. Consequently, its 
jhana and sukha do not meet destruction and hence they are 
never called a-nitya. 

Secondly, all the qualities of cetana are not a-nitya, 
Dravyatva and a-murtatva are nitya. Therefore, the argument 
that jhana and sukha are a-mtya because they happen to be 
cetana-dharmas, is anekdnUka Similarly, the hetu of kritakatva 
etc is also anekdnt%ka. Indestructiblity of ghata is a-siddha 
inspite of its being kritaka This hetu is a-siddha also, because 
jhana and sukha of a siddha being are natural. Since there is 
no reason for the existence of dvaranas and hddhds, that which 
is in obscurity becomes manifest, Thus, they are not factitious 
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like ghata etc. nor are they produced like lightning etc. The 
moonlight and sun-shine obscured by clouds are not said to 
have been produced when the obstruction of the clouds has 
been removed. They are only said to have been manifested 
in a particular way. 

Still however, jhdna and suhha of a muktdtmd could easily 
be considered as a~nitya by virtue of their being hintaka. 
Because, at every time when jheya vanishes, jhdna is also 
vanishing and suhha also comes into existence in various forms 
at various times. So, there is no difficulty in taking both of 
them to be a-nitya to a certain extent as all objects like soul, 
sky, ghata ^ and pata etc are susceptible to utpdda, vyaya and 
dhrauvya after all. ll 466 || (2014 ) 

Establishing the existence of moksa and moksa-sukha by 
the help of Veda-vacanas, the author proceeds — 

Na ha vai sasarirassa ppiya’-ppiyavahatirevamadi va jam I 
Tadamokkhe nasammi va sokkhabhavammi va na juttam ii467ii 

?rT m ii ii ( ) 

Na ha vai sa-§artrasya priya-’priyapahatirevamfidi vH yat | 
Tadamokse na^e va saukhyabhave va na yuktam H467i| (2015)] 

Trans. — 467 ( The sentence of Vedas that ) “ One having 
body has no likes and dislikes etc ” would become worthless 
in ( case of ) accepting the negation or destruction of moksa 
and absence of ( absolute ) happiness. ( 2015 ) 

qr f 
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# ^=^JrT^i^I?r’?5iIT=qfT 

I f#^w^R5w*r- 

?fg ^tRj II II ( 5^0^^ ) 

D. 0. — The sentences of Vedas such as “ Na ha vai 
sa-sartrasf/a priyd’ priyayo-rapahatirasU ” and ‘‘ Asariram vd 
vasantam priyd’priye na spHs’atah " etc would prove themselves 
futile if the existence of rnoksa, jiva and moksa-sukha were 
denied. Because, the existence of mote-separating jiva and 
Karma from each other-existence of pure soul in the mukta 
state and the attainment of perfect and infinite happiness by 
a mukta being, have already been established by the Veda—padas. 

II 467 II ( 2015 ) 

The opponent then asks — 

mi ?r ^T^I?II 

Nattho a-sariro cdya suha-dukkhaim piya’-ppiyaim ca | 

Taim na phusanti nattham phudamasariram ti ko doso ? || 468ii(20 1 6) 

Nasto’Sarira eva sukha-duhkha priya’priye ca | 

Te na spfisato nastam -sphutamasariramiti ko dosah ? Ii468||(2016) 

Trans. — 468 One who is dead, is bodiless. Happiness and 
misery, likes and dislikes do not touch him. ( Then ) what 
harm is there in taking a bodiless person to have been 
distinctly destroyed ? { 2016 ) 
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?r ?rg; f’sq^ 

^v> ?-5i q;T%’fti% q^rf^siT^ # 

II II ( ) 

D. C. — Prabhasa : — Since a bodiless person is absolutely 
perished^ it is not-existent like khara-s'rnga. It is, therefore, 
clear that sueh bodiless persons are not affected by happiness 
or misery and likes or dislikes. Consequently, there would 
be no harm in accepting the absolute destruction of a soul 
which has attained moksa. II 468 || ( 2016 ) 

In reply to this/ ^/lapcwdn explains the real interpretation 
of the Veda-padas such as “ Na ha vai ” etc and proceeds. 

q- ^ ^1 ^jTTorftr ^ i 

3tWt f ’FTsfr II \\(\o\ys) 

q 3T§ri^TT ^Tfl: I 

i€r ^r#r ^ m\m ii ii 

Veyavayana ya atlham na sutthu janasi imana tarn sunasu | 
Asariravvavaeso adhano vva sao nisehao ii 469 ii ( 2017 ) 
Nanisehao ya annammi tavvihe ceva paccao jena i 
Tenasariraggahane jutto jivo na kharasingam ii 470 ii ( 2018 ) 

[ ^ STRT^qf I 

3r^fy^:sqq^gtS?i;T R^5?Tg[ ll ( Ro^ys ) 

^ II II ( ) 

Veda-padanam cartham na susthu janasyesam tarn ^runu | 
A^ariravyapadeso’dhana iva sato nisedhat || 469 ii ( 2017 ) ] 

Nannisedhatasoanyasminstadvidha eva pratyayo yena | 
Tenasariragrahane yukto jivo na kharasrhgam n 470 ii ( 2018 ) ] 
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Trans. — 469-470 You do not properly understand the 
( real ) meaning of those sentences of Vedas. It is this. Hear 
please. Like ‘ a-dhana, ' the word a-sarira is meant to denote 
the negation of an existent object. By ( means of ) negation 
due to ‘ ( its ) existence would be found in another of 

the same type. In understanding the word ‘ a-sarira \ it is 
better, therefore, to accept ( the existence of ) jiva and not 
( its non-existence like ) kharairnga. ( 2017-2018 ) 

3|jf4 fsr^n-sfR^ ^ 

I 5fiirr%-?Ti^^4 sf^sr: i%?i |5%5f 

wTs?^^q ^5[TT%2[n ^ 

5f I ^1% 

^ I ^ |WTf-R^WR;l ^ ^ ^FT 

^«r: fT h x^mt, %% m 

qq 5T ^fqqTOI^ I 

3rTf-?r 1%?!^ sftq ? 

^^‘sqT^qT^ fq%qqf^q%: qt^w- 
1^ ^3n >fHq% qn^iTT^ i?ir(kTc[?q- 

sf qurqtsfT^T'q: ” ^5% qurir^rpit ^ 
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3 I 3 :^ ?r«iF 

uW^t |f% I II ^ sf^q- 3'^^’:^- 

I =f %l SETI 

I ^?r ^riti^ 

qjRqi^ ^T «3;^RF^1f^ 55^^, 

5T g ’!?=(WTaT g^i:'Tts¥[Tf Ir^^J I is 

Viva'S® II ( ) 

D, C. — B}iagavan:~0 Prabhma ! Really yon do not 
understand the proper meaning of the sentences such as “ Na 
ha vai ” etc. In this sentence, the particle ‘ na ’ denotes 
negation and the particles ‘ ha ’ and ‘ mi ’ are used in the 
ablative sense. “ Sa-s'aHrasya ” means to a soul having a 
body and “ priyor-'priyayorapahatirasti ” denotes the destruc- 
tion of happiness and misery. The whole sentence will be 
interpreted as follows: — 

Jiva being possessed of a body, has no abhava of sukha- 
duhlcha. In the same way, Jiva existing in a bodiless state of 
mohsa, never undergoes sukha-duhhha i. e. As long as soul is 
encompassed in a body, it has to undergo suhha-duhkha, but 
as the bodiless muJetdtma is free from Adr/na-good or bad-it 
is never affected by sukha-duhhha. 

In the word “ o-s'aHra ” here, there is a negation of the 
body and not of the soul. In the expression “ Adhano Devoid- 
daUah ” the riches are denied to the vidyamdna Devadatta 
and not to an a vidhamana hhjtras'mga. Similarly, here also 
the existence of soul is not denied, but only that of body is 
denied. That which is denied must belong to an existent 
source and not to a non-existent source. 

Prahhdsa: — How could it be believed that that which is 
denied at one place must be found at another I 
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Bhagavanx — J ust as by the word “ na-hrahmoina ” a non- 
brahmin like a ksatnya or a vais'ya is understood, but the 
absolute abhava of brdhmana as a whole, is not meant. So also, 
the expression “ a-s'aHra ” signifies a bodiless mukta jtva of 
the type of mukta jiva having body, but that does not absolu- 
tely deny the existence of soul. There is resemblance in both 
owing to the common property of upacdva. 

Moreover, “ s'artra ’’ does not come in the way of 
resemblance. As body is mixed with soul like milk and water, 
it is one and the same as soul. Thus, by the denial of the 
particle ‘ na \ the same soul is apprehended at another place 
but the existence of soul is never denied thereby. So, the 
word ‘ a-s'arlra ' denotes nothing but j^va which is vidya- 
mdna like Devadatta, and not a-vidyamdna like hharas' rhga. 
W 469-470 n ( 2017-2018 ) 

The expression “ Vd vmantam ” is now explained: — 

Jam va vasantam santam tamaha vasddao sadeham pi i 
Na phusejja viyarayam joginamitthe-yaravisesa ii471 ii (2019) 

Yad va vasantam santam tamaha vasabdato sadehamapi i 
Na sprSeyur vitaragam yoginamiste-taravisesah || 471 H ( 2019 )] 

Trans. — 471 Happiness and misery do not affect him who 
is existing in a free state and also by the word ' m ’ ( they 
do not affect ) a dispassionate ascetic having a body. ( 2019 ) 
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f^ff«iT ?, ^ 5^, I%5=3 WT?tF^T^ 

^ ^ I l^^h WWW 

D. O — A bodiless mukta being is not affected by the 
sukha-duhkha bhedas. The word ‘ vd ’ includes dispassionate 
ascetics having bodies, II 471 11 ( 2019 ) 

Also, 

T% m f^wTSTT I 

pirrs^ T% ^ ir^vSRII (s^oRo) 

Vava tti va nivao vasaddattho bhavantatniha santam i 
BujjhaVa tti va santam nanaivisitthamahavaha II 472 ii ( 2020 ) 

[ WT%T% fT?u5?T«rf 

^RTr?%%5t(ws5!i II w II 

Vaveti va nipato va^abdartho bhavantamiha santam | 
Budhyasva’veti va santam jhanadiviMstamathava’tha ii472||(2020)] 

Trans. — 472 Or, “ vava: is a particle meaning " Or ”, and 
‘ santam ’ means a soul existing ( in the mukta state ). Or, 
take ‘ ava * as a particle and * santam ' meaning ( a soul ) 
characterised by ( the qualities of ) knowledge, etc. ( 2020 ) 

I srf^ i 
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3r«j?ri, ^Rrf?rr^i^ f^^En- 

sM ^ ii w li 

( =^ 0^0 ) 

D G. — The expression “ va vasantam could be dissolved 
as vava santam, the particle vava meaning “ or ” and sanUmi 
meaning a bodiless jtva existing in the moksa state. The 
word vava here will signify that sukha-duhkha do not touch 
not only a bodiless jiva existing in a moksa state, but also 
the dispassionate ascetics having bodies. 

Or, the expression could be dissolved as va ava santam 
also. The prefix ava has nineteen difierent meanings such as 
to protect, to go, to love etc. Since a root signifying motion 
signifies knowledge also, a bodiless soul existing in the mukta 
state and characterized by the qualities of cognizance etc, is 
not affected by sukha-duhkha. Here also, the word ‘ vd ’ 
brings in the dispassionate sa-dehi ascetic. || 472 || ( 2020 ) 

The opponent asks — 

?r T% i 

Na vasantam a-vasantam ti va mai nasariragahanao 1 
Phusanavisesanam pi ya ja6 mayam santavisayam ti ii473h (202 1 ) 

^ m II II ( 

Na vasantamavasantamiti va matirna^ariragrahanat i 
Sparsanavisesanamapi ca yato matam sadvisayamiti Il473ll(2021)] 

Trans.~47S Or, it may be dissolved as na vasantam 
iti avasantam " meaning thereby ‘ not existing ( anywhere ). ’ 
( But ) it is not' proper. ( Since ) jlva is understood from 
‘ a-sanra. ’ Moreover, the adjective ‘ sparsa/ia ’ is also 
accepted with regard to existent objects ( only ). ( 202 1 ) 
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5ft5r.% ^ ^15 mi-sM 

I ?r I I i 

5T ^ ** 5^^^- 

srtft |r^^S5riq5RJT%5qT^qR ^1 ^ TTq^, 
3T?jr^t?:!i^irT^ 5^"^ 1 te, * ^ ^ 

^«?lrJTTf^%?or g^fq ^ 

W^ 1 g^itr 

^'qi-sfq^ ;t 1 ?r ^ 

fgqT-sfq^ ^ |r% fq^TSr^ I 

5ft? »^?Rft^^5^?T5?:, ^ 5^^??wi?: I ^ ?rqjR?%?5?T^?T? 
53 ?? iftr I ?^? ^‘srJiTjftt ?r ?^??’^ 5ft?qjmDr^ft^f?^«T- 

lTf>^??I^?^? ‘?Tf^?T?IT^ ?f^?? f ??R?r^-l?- 

11 II ( ?«?? ) 

D. C. — Prdhhasa — If you can dissolve the expression as 
done above, I can also dissolve the expression at my will and 
pull the meaning in my favour. This, in no way, leads to 
establish the existence of moksa. For, by dissolving “ a-s'ariram 
va vasantam ’ as " a-s'aHram vd a-vasantam ’ I can interpret 
it as a bodiless ( soul ) not existing at any place, and thus 
prove jiva to be absent from muktdvasthd, proving thereby the 
the negation of moksa as well as jiva 

Bhagavan-.—Yonv interpretation does not fit in properly. 
By interpreting ‘ a-s'aHH ’ as one having no body, vidyamdnata 
of j^va in the muktavasthd is clearly understood. It is not 
proper, therefore, to interpret it in another way by prefixing ‘V’. 

Secondly, in the sentence “ Sukha-duhkhe na spris'atah " 
spars'and becomes the adjective of ‘ as'arira \ If ‘ as'artra ’ 
were meant to denote the negation of soul, the adjective 
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would have lost its sense as found in the ease Qf assertions 
like “ Suhha-duhkha do not affect the vandhyaputra.'' The 
adjective, therefore, is befitting ‘ m'aHra ’ only if it means 
“ mukta-j^va Your interpreting the expression by dissolving 
it as ‘ vd a-vasantam ’ is thus useless, while our interpretation 
is perfectly proper. This proves the existence of nioksa which 
separates jiva and kdrmana s'artra and that of muhta-jiva 
also. If the existence of jiva were denied, Veda-voioanas 
would prove worthless as shown above. || 473 II (2021 ) 

The opponent said — 

rf fit ft^-sftr^Tf 

Evam pi hojja mutto nissuha-dukkhattanam tu tadavattham i 
Tam no piya-’ppiyaim jamha punne-yarakayaim ii 474 n ( 2022 ) 

Nana’bahattanaS na phusanti vlyaraya-dosassa i 

Tasya ppiyamappiyam va muttasuham ko pasarigo’ttha ? ii475ii 

< [ i€t i I 

^ fR^T-ST>^ II «VS« II 

nwii 

Evamapi bhaved mukto nihsukha— duhkhatvam tu tadavastham | 
Tad no priya’-priye yasmat punye-tarakyite || 474 II ( 2022 ) ] 

Jhana’nabadhatvato na sprisato vitaraga-dvesasya i 

Tasya priyamapriyam va muktasukham kah prasahgo’tra ? ii475ll 

Trans.— 474-475. Such being a mukta soul, it will have 
no happiness and misery. ( But ) it is not ( so ), as likes and 
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dislikes are produced from sinful or virtuous deeds. Moreover, 
likes and dislikes cannot affect a dispassionate ( person ) owing 
to his ( high ) knowledge and irresistability. He enjoys natural 
and perfect happiness. So, what is the sense in asserting the 
negation of happiness ? ( 2022-2023 ) 

^ I =^1 ^ fsr^T-sm^ 

I ^ ^ #^orf^r:^q 5 Dq-crPT^ji?ijr 5Er^^#?rRr«if^«TiTJriij 

i^TRiR ^ I ^ ^ Rti^- 

I t JTTntRTf^ 

I «irTUTT“S«irRTf^ 

if^iirt sTiTT^r ^TTf^trq , 

yR3ff?r^ S# ^ =^1151^ ^ 'TT'mRti 

?RT^, R«STd)^Ri|:’?^Ta(;, 3r5I^’Tlf^RT%m I 

3r«r # w»Ttsr«j f% ** sr^^t ^^r-sM ?r 

#s5r s^trI^ ?-r 5 R- 

I tlR!^ 51 f I 

sflTO ^R-sfjT^ ^ 

^iJUcTJ’^^R^sfq SR-qri^WiRRTJTIR^^, SRf^tnf^ 

I 
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3%to STHTI^^ I II II 

( ) 

D. G . — Prabhasa: — I grant the existence of muktatma, 
moksa, and soul as such. But according to the Veda-vaGanaa 
that siddha beings are free from happiness and misery, likes 
and dislikes will not affect the bodiless soul; consequently, a 
muktdtma will have no experience of happiness. 

Bhagavdn: — Priya and a-priya and hence sukha and duhhha 
are produced by punya-pdpas from which muktaPend is free. 
But this in no way, means that muktdtmd has no scope for 
the experience of happiness. Since muktdtmd is highly 
cognizant and perfectly irresistible owing to its being free from 
rdga-dvesa, it enjoys the highest and most natural happiness 
which never vanishes. 

Or, it is no use discussing about the negatiou of happiness 
to a mukta being, by saying that likes and dislikes do not 
affect the bodiless. Muktdtmd will thus have no experience of 
the mundane sukha-duhkha, because it is always free from likes 
and dislikes. Thus, the sentences of Vedas such as Na ha 
vai sa-s'artrasya etc establish, O blessed Prabhasa ! the 
existence of moisa, jiva, and the immutable happiness of 
muUdtmd at the removal of punya-pdpa. 

Lastly, the sentence that “ Jardmaryam vaitat sarvam 
yadagn%hotram ” means that one should practise agmhotra etc, 
till the end of life. 

Your suspicion about the existence of moksa generated 
from this sentence ( as the time of beginning the performance 
has not been mentioned in it ) is out of place. The sentence 
really means as follows: — 
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One should perform sacrifice throughout the life at all 
times. The word ‘ va ’ here signifies that he who aspires for 
moksa should also perform the sacrifice, which acts as the 
hetu of their mo&sa. Thus, the Tirthankara removes the doubt 
of Prabhasa. ii 474-475 ii { 2022-2023 ) 

Then, 

’TffSTT 

Chinnammi samsayarami Jinena jara-maranavippamukkenam | 

So samano pavvaiS tihi o saha khandiyasaehim ll 476 ii { 2024 ) 

[ i 

g- ii li ( ) 

Chinne samsaye Jinena jar5~maranavipramuktena I 
Sa ^ramanah pravrajitastribhistu saha khandika^ataih u476||(2024) 

Trans . — 476 When the doubt was thus removed by the 
Txrthankara who was entirely free from old age and death, that 
saint accepted d\ksa along with his three hundred pupils. (2024) 

End of the Discussion with the Eleventh Ganadhara* 




